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June 2, 2015

Mr, Ron Curry

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Dear Regional Administrator Curry:

In accordance with the provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 51.308, this letter and enclosures
constitute the submittal of the Arkansas State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the
Regional Haze five-year review. The enclosed documents are intended to address the
requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) requiring periodic reports evaluating progress
towards the Reasonable Progress Goals established for mandatory Class I areas where
visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources.

The Arkansas Regional Haze SIP was submitted on July 29, 2008. The enclosed
SIP submittal addresses actions the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
(ADEQ) has taken to fulfill the requirements under 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) for periodic
progress reports. In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(h)(1), the State is submitting a
“Negative Declaration” that further revision of the existing implementation plan is not
needed at this time. However, ADEQ is cognizant of its obligation and the associated
timeframe to address the disapproved components of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze
SIP submittal.

The Regional Haze five-year review SIP was provided to Federal Land Managers
on April 21, 2014. The notice of public hearing and comment period was published in a
statewide newspaper on January 2, 2015 and a link to the SIP submittal was posted on
the ADEQ website with details regarding the public comment period on January 2,

W Weaniae 8
T
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2015. A public hearing was held on February 2, 2015, at the ADEQ headquarters in
North Little Rock, Arkansas. The public comment period ended on February 17, 2015.
Responses to public comments are contained in Appendix F: Compilation of Public
Comments and Response to Comments within the enclosed SIP submittal.

Arkansas respectfully requests timely review and approval of the enclosed
documents as an element of the official Regional Haze program for the State. If you have
any questions regarding information contained herein, please contact Stuart Spencer,
Legal Policy Advisor, ADEQ, by electronic mail at spencer@adeq.state.ar.us, or by
phone at 501-682-6347.

‘ Asa Huthinmn

Enclosure: Arkansas State Implementation Plan for the Regional Haze Five-Year Review

500 Woopraxe Staeer, Suite 250 » Lornie Rock, AR 72201
T - (301) 681 l 45
wiww.governot.arkansas.gov
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Executive Summary

Congress added the national goal of preventing any future and remedying any existing
impairment of visibility at mandatory Class I Federal areas in the 1977 Clean Air Act (C.A.A.)
Amendments. The Regional Haze Rule (RHR) was promulgated in July 1999 (64 Fed. Reg.
35714, July 1, 1999) to further Congress’s national goal, and established regulations to eliminate
man-made visibility impairment in Class I areas by 2064. Nationally, there are 156 mandatory
Class I Federal areas (Class I areas). There are two Class I areas in Arkansas: Upper Buffalo and
Caney Creek Wilderness areas. See Figure 1.

Figure 1. Mandatory Class I Areas
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Regional haze is a form of visibility impairment not directly attributable to a single source but
occurs as a result of emissions of air pollutants from numerous sources located over a wide
geographic area. The RHR and related regulations (40 C.F.R. § 51.308 and Appendix Y to Part
51) contain provisions that encouraged state, local, and tribal agencies to work cooperatively
within regional planning organizations (RPOs) to address visibility impairment. Five RPOs were
created for this purpose. Arkansas was part of the Central Regional Air Planning Association
(CENRAP), originally comprised of nine states in the central U.S.
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In accordance with the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 51.308, the State of Arkansas submitted its
Regional Haze SIP to EPA on September 23, 2008. On March 12, 2012, EPA took action and
partially approved and partially disapproved the Arkansas Regional Haze SIP (2008 Arkansas
Regional Haze SIP), as published in the Final Rule “Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans; Arkansas; Regional Haze State Implementation Plan; Interstate
Transport State Implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and Regional
Haze” (77 Fed. Reg. 14604). The following is a brief summary of EPA’s decision:

Approved: Certain core elements

Identification of affected Class I areas;

Determination of baseline and natural visibility conditions;

Determination of Uniform Rate of Progress (URP);

Reasonable progress goal (RPG) consultation and long-term strategy (LTS) consultation;
Coordination of Regional Haze and reasonably attributable visibility impairment (RAVI);
Regional haze monitoring strategy and other SIP requirements under 40 C.F.R. §
51.308(d)(4);

Commitment to submit periodic regional haze SIP revisions and periodic progress reports
describing progress towards RPGs;

Commitment to make a determination of the adequacy of the existing SIP at the time a
progress report is submitted; and

Consultation and coordination with Federal Land Managers (FLMs).

Partially approved and partially disapproved:

Approved Arkansas’s identification of sources found in the Arkansas Pollution Control
and Ecology Commission (APC&EC), Regulation of the Arkansas Plan of
Implementation for Air Pollution Control, Regulation No. 19, Chapter 15 that are best
available retrofit technology (BART) eligible, with the exception of 6A Boiler at the
Georgia-Pacific Crossett Mill, which EPA found to be BART-eligible.

Approved Arkansas’s identification of subject-to-BART sources, with the exception of
the 6A and 9A Boilers at Georgia-Pacific Crossett Mill, which EPA found to be subject
to-BART.

Approved portions of the BART compliance provision that require each Arkansas
subject-to-BART source to install and operate BART as expeditiously as practicable, but
within five years of approval of Arkansas Regional Haze SIP by EPA. Arkansas’s
inclusion of the compliance provision that would require Arkansas subject-to-BART
sources to install and operate BART no later than six years after the effective date of the
State’s regulation (if such date takes place before five years from EPA approval of the
Arkansas Regional Haze SIP) is not a required element of the Regional Haze SIP,
pursuant to Section 169 of the C.A.A., and therefore was disapproved.

ED_001237_00140423-00008
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o Partially disapproved Arkansas’s submitted LTS because it relies on portions of the
Arkansas Regional Haze SIP that EPA disapproved, including some of Arkansas’s BART
emission limits. In addition, Arkansas did not show that the strategy will adequately
achieve the RPGs set by Arkansas and by other nearby states.

Disapproved:

o Arkansas’s RPGs required under 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(1);

¢ Arkansas’s sulfur dioxide (SO.), nitrogen oxides (NOy) and particulate matter (PM)
BART determinations; and

e Portion of the BART compliance provision found in APC&EC Reg. 19.1504(B), which
requires each source subject-to-BART to install and operate BART no later than six years
after the effective date of the Arkansas RHR (found in APC&EC Regulation No. 19) for
the Regional Haze SIP.

The Regional Haze Program has been the subject of litigation, making it difficult to determine
what control measures could be included in SIPs and, consequently, to complete the SIPs in a
timely manner. The litigation includes the following.

On May 24, 2002, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia (D.C.) Circuit issued a
ruling vacating the RHR in part and sustaining it in part, based on a finding that EPA’s
prescribed methods for determining BART were inconsistent with the C. A A. (American Corn
Growers Assn. v. EPA, 291 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir. 2002)).

On February 18, 2005, the D.C. Circuit decided another case dealing with BART and a BART
alternative program, Center for Energy and Economic Development v. FPA, No. 03—1222, (D.C.
Cir. Feb. 18, 2005) (‘““CEED’’). CEED affirmed EPA’s interpretation of C. A A. 169A(b)(2) as
allowing for non-BART alternatives where those alternatives make greater progress than BART.
EPA promulgated a rule on July 6, 2005, entitled *‘Regional Haze Regulations and Guidelines
for Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) Determinations” (“‘the BART Rule’”) (70 Fed.
Reg. 39104) to assist states in identifying which of their BART-eligible sources should undergo
a BART analysis (i.e., which are “‘sources subject-to-BART’’) and selecting appropriate controls
(“‘the BART determination’’).

Around the same time, EPA issued the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) on May 12, 2005, (70
Fed. Reg. 25162), which states could implement in lieu of BART. The rule affected 28 states
and the District of Columbia and included a cap and trade program targeting SO, and NOy. In
July 2008, the Court found CAIR and EPA’s CAIR Federal Implementation Plans (FIPs)
unlawful (North Carolina v. EPA, 531 F.3d 896 (D.C. Cir. 2008)), modified on rehearing (North
Carolina v. EPA, 550 F.3d 1176, 1178 (D.C. Cir. 2008)). The ruling remanded CAIR to the
EPA, leaving existing CAIR programs in place while directing EPA to replace them as rapidly as
possible with a new rule consistent with the C.A A.

5
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EPA proposed a new rule, the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR), on July 6, 2010. The
Program applied to 31 states and the District of Columbia to improve air quality significantly by
reducing power plant emissions that contribute to ozone and fine particle emissions in other
states, particularly SO and NOy emissions. Some states were included for ozone season (via
NOy reductions) or PM; 5 (via SO, and NOy reductions) or both ozone and PM, 5. EPA
quantified in this rule the ozone season NOyx emission reductions that are necessary—but may not
be sufficient—to eliminate all significant contribution to nonattainment and interference with
maintenance in other states. Arkansas is included as one of the states that significantly
contribute to nonattainment or interfere with maintenance of (the 1997 Ozone) National Ambient
Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) downwind in the final CSAPR.

The final rule on CSAPR was published on August 8, 2011 (76 Fed. Reg. 48208). To make
technical adjustments to the CSAPR based on new information, EPA proposed a rule revision
on October 6, 2011. The CSAPR was scheduled to replace CAIR starting January 1, 2012.
However, on December 30, 2011, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit issued a ruling
that vacated the CSAPR and reinstated the CAIR program.

On October 5, 2012, EPA filed a petition for rehearing of the Court’s decision on CSAPR. On
November 19, 2012, EPA sent a Memo to Regions: Next Steps for Pending Redesignation
Requests and State Implementation Plan Actions Affected by the Recent Court Decision
Vacating the 2011 CSAPR. On January 24, 2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals declined the
rehearing petition. On March 29,2013, EPA petitioned the U.S. Supreme Court to review the
judgment of the U.S. Court Appeals on CSAPR. On June 24, 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court
granted EPA’s petition.

On April 29, 2014, the Supreme Court reversed the D.C. Circuit opinion on CSAPR. On June
26,2014, EPA filed a motion in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit to lift the stay of
CSAPR. While the Court considered the motion, CAIR remained in effect. EPA’s request for a
three-year delay in the compliance deadlines would make the Phase 1 emissions budgets
applicable in 2015 and 2016 (versus 2012 and 2013) and the Phase 2 emissions budgets
applicable in 2017 and beyond (versus 2014 and beyond).

On October 23, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit ordered that

EPA’s motion to lift the stay of the CSAPR be granted. CSAPR Phase 1 implementation went
into effect in 2015 with Phase 2 beginning in 2017. As of May 1, 2015, states are required to
implement the requirements of CSAPR.

On April 8, 2015, EPA issued a proposed Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for Arkansas

(Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State of Arkansas; Regional Haze and
Interstate Visibility Transport Federal Implementation Plan; Proposed Rule — 80 Fed. Reg.

ED_001237_00140423-00010
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18944, April 8, 2015) and solicited comments on the approach to Regional Haze implementation
described therein. ADEQ is evaluating the proposed FIP.
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10
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Chapter 1:  Introduction to the Federal Regional Haze Program Requirements

1. Background
In amendments to the C.A.A. in 1977, Congress added Section 169 (42 U.S.C. § 7491) setting

forth the following national visibility goal of restoring pristine conditions in national parks and
Wilderness areas:

“Congress hereby declares as a national goal the prevention of any future, and the
remedying of any existing, impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I Federal areas
which impairment results from man-made air pollution.”

When the C.A.A. was amended in 1990, Congress added Section 169B (42 U.S.C. § 7492),
authorizing further research and regular assessments of the progress made so far. In 1993, the
National Academy of Sciences concluded that “current scientific knowledge is adequate and
control technologies are available for taking regulatory action to improve and protect
visibility.”

In addition to authorizing creation of visibility transport commissions and setting forth their
duties, Section 169B(f) of the C.A.A. specifically mandated creation of the Grand Canyon
Visibility Transport Commission (GCVTC) to make recommendations to the EPA for the
region affecting the visibility of the Grand Canyon National Park. In June 1996, following
four years of research and policy development, the GCVTC submitted its report to EPA. This
report, as well as the many research reports prepared by GCVTC, contributed invaluable
information to EPA in its development of the federal regional haze rule.

EPA’s RHR was adopted July 1, 1999, (64 Fed. Reg. 35714) and aims to reach natural
background conditions by 2064. This rulemaking addressed the combined visibility effects of
various pollution sources over a wide geographic region. EPA concluded that this meant that
many states—even those without Class I areas—would be required to participate in haze
reduction efforts.

2. Regional Plannin

EPA designated five RPOs to assist with the coordination and cooperation needed to address
the visibility issues that states in the five regions share or have in common. Those states that
make up the midsection of the contiguous United States were designated as the Central
Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP). CENRAP subsequently ceased to function
and Arkansas is communicating through the Central States Air Resource Agencies
(CenSARA) with the other states that were part of CENRAP . Figure 1.1 is a map depicting
the five RPO regions.
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Figure 1.1. Regional Planning Organizations
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Using federal funds available to them, the RPOs developed a wide array of technical products
for their member and non-member states, including updated emissions inventories, additional
monitoring to help answer questions related to visibility impacts, and modeling to help
determine which pollutants should be the focus for control measures. The RPOs were also key
to coordination and consultation efforts among states, tribes, federal land managers, and EPA.
The products and efforts of the RPOs culminated in the SIPs submitted to EPA. RPO funding
ceased in 2011 and, currently, multi-jurisdictional organizations (MJOs), such as CenSARA,
manage and coordinate multi-state air quality technical projects. Figure 1.2 is a map depicting
the six MJO regions. Because of directed funding, tribes and FLMs are not members of MJOs,
though communication and coordination is still an important component of regional haze work.
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Figure 1.2. Multi-Jurisdictional Organizations
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3. Requirements for Periodic Reports Describing Progress towards Reasonable Progress Goals
Pursuant to the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g), (h), and (1), Arkansas submits this
Progress Report as a SIP revision. Arkansas has adopted this SIP revision in accordance with
State laws and rules.

The requirements addressed in the following sections include the status of implementing
committed control measures, summaries and analyses of emissions and monitoring changes, and
assessments of impacts on Class I areas identified in the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP.

Per 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g), this submittal also complies with 40 C.F R. §§ 51.102 and 51.103 to
offer the public the opportunity to request a hearing and/or comment on a proposed SIP revision
and to submit the SIP revision to EPA. Arkansas provided public notice of the opportunity to
comment on the SIP revision on January 2, 2015. Arkansas held a public hearing regarding the
SIP revision on February 2, 2015. Public comments received were addressed and are
summarized under Appendix F: Compilation of Public Comments and Response to Comments
found within this report.
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Chapter 2:  Progress Report Elements—40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)

1. Introduction

As stated in 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g), the RHR, final rule published July 1, 1999, (64 Fed. Reg.
35714) requires states to submit progress reports five years following the submission of the 2008
Regional Haze SIP and every five years following submission of a comprehensive regional haze
SIP revision. The general purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate progress towards the
reasonable progress goals of each mandatory Class I area which may be affected by emissions
from within the State. Arkansas has two Class I areas: Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek
Wilderness areas. This document fulfills 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) requirements. This reasonable
progress report evaluates the progress made towards RPG for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo
Class I areas, as well as each mandatory Class I area located outside Arkansas that may be
affected by emissions from Arkansas sources.

As suggested by EPA', the following is a brief description of the overall nature of the visibility
problem in the two Class I areas affected by the State. As shown in Figure 2.1 and Figure 2.2,
ammonium sulfate is the largest contributor to visibility impairment at Upper Buffalo and Caney
Creek Wilderness areas on the 20% worst days. As evidenced by Figure 2.3 and Table 2.1,
EGUs are the largest emitter of SO,. After ammonium sulfate, the next largest fraction of
regional haze at these two Class I areas 1s organic carbon. In 2004, Drs. Tom Moore and Brooke
Hemming® suggested if the ratio of organic carbon to elemental carbon (OC/EC) was seven or
greater, this may be associated with vegetation fires. The OC/EC” for the 20% worst days at
Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek Wilderness area is 11. Therefore, the data seem to suggest the
source of organic carbon at these two Class I areas was due to vegetation fires.

''U.S. EPA. (2013). General Principles for the 5-Year Regional Haze Progress Reports for the Initial Regional Haze
State Implementation Plans (Intended to Assist States and EPA Regional Offices in Development and Review of the
Progress Reporis).

*Moore, Tom & Hemming, Brooke. (2005). The Importance of Carbonaceous Aerosol in Air Quality Planning:
Bridging the Gap between Researched Application, International Workshop on Organic Speciation Summary
Report.

* Data used to calculate the ratio was from the VIEWS website.
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Figure 2.1. Percent Contribution of Maj or Haze Components to 20% Worst Da‘ys at Caney Creek
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Figure 2.2. Percent Contribution of Major Haze Components to 20% Worst Days at Upper
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Source: VIE 1% . . . |ohn, Epidemiologist
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As evidenced by Figure 2.3, the largest emitters of SO, in Arkansas are EGUs.

Figure 2.3. Percent Contribution by Source to SO, Emissions in Arkansas for 2011

Area
0.1%

Nonroad
Mobile
0.7%
On-road
Mobile
0.4%

Table 2.1. Arkansas's 2011 SO, Emissions by Source Category *

Area Fires | Nonroad Mobile | On-road Mobile | Point EGL Point Non-
(tpy) | (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) EGU (tpy)
137

7,572 618 357 73,629 11,587

2. Status of Control Measures

40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(1) requires that the five-year periodic report contain: “A4 description of the
status of implementation of all measures included in the implementation plan for achieving
reasonable progress goals for mandatory Class I Federal areas both within and outside the
State.”

The long-term strategy (LTS) developed for the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP was to
include all measures relied upon by a state to achieve the reasonable progress goals of Class 1
areas affected by their emissions. Arkansas’s LTS was broad in scope to ensure it encompassed
all ongoing state and federal programs reducing the types of air pollutants that might be
associated with visibility impairment. Additional factors listed in 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(3)(v)

* Source: U.S. EPA, 2011 NEI version 1.
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such as smoke management plans, source retirements and replacements, emissions limits, and the
net effect upon visibility from projected changes in emissions from anthropogenic emissions
over the period addressed by the long-term strategy, were also required components of the long-
term strategy. Not all items included in Arkansas’s LTS are expected to significantly influence
visibility impairment in a Class I area but were included for completeness. A review of all
applicable measures, either specifically identified by the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP or
other measures of greatest relevance to the reasonable progress goals (RPGs) of the Arkansas
Class I areas, is provided below.

i. Be st Available Retrofit Technology
As stated in the Executive Summary, EPA partially approved and partially disapproved on
March 12, 2012°, the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. This rule partially approved and
partially disapproved Arkansas’s identification of BART-eligible sources and subject-to-BART
sources; requirements for BART, Chapter 15 of the APC&EC Regulation No. 19, the LTS, and
the RPG.

EPA disapproved Arkansas's BART determinations for the following sources:

e SO,, NOy, and PM for Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation (AECC) Bailey Plant
Unit 1 and the AECC McClellan Plant Unit 1;

¢ SO, and NOy for American Electric Power (AEP) Flint Creek Plant Boiler No. 1;

o NOx for the natural gas firing scenario and the SO,, NOy, and PM for the fuel oil firing
scenario for Entergy Lake Catherine Plant Unit 4;

e SO, and NOx for both the bituminous and sub-bituminous coal firing scenarios for
Entergy White Bluff Plant Units 1 and 2;

e BART determination for the Entergy White Bluff Plant Auxiliary Boiler;

e SO, and NOy for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power Boiler No. 1; and

e SO,, NO, and PM for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power Boiler No. 2.

As a result of the disapproval of the aforementioned BART elements, ADEQ had a meeting with
the subject-to-BART sources (listed above) to inform them of EPA’s final decision. As a follow
up, ADEQ sent certified return receipt letters dated May 14, 2012°, to the individual subject-to-
BART sources informing them of ADEQ’s decision to revise the SIP and comply with the
statutory five-factor analysis requirements. This decision required the sources to prepare new
BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ requested the facilities to submit an analysis of the
five factors specified in C.A A. Section 169A(g)(2) for the affected subject-to-BART unit/units
and pollutants. Each five-factor analysis was to be conducted in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part
51, Appendix Y and the guidance provided by ADEQ. ADEQ has been working closely with the

> 77 Fed. Reg. 14604 (2012).
® See Error! Reference source not found..
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sources through phone calls, meetings, and other correspondence. In addition, ADEQ and
sources are working with EPA, Region 6, on their five-factor analyses. EPA is reviewing these
analyses and providing comments. These comments are forwarded to the sources for response.
At the time of this document development, ADEQ is unable to determine when revisions to the
disapproved portions of the SIP will be submitted to EPA.

ii. subject- to-BART Sources and Class I Areas Affected

BART determination modeling performed by the Department indicated there were six Arkansas
facilities with subject-to-BART units whose emissions caused or contributed to visibility
impairment at four Class I areas. However, EPA disapproved ADEQ’s BART exemption
finding of Georgia-Pacific Paper’s 6A and 9A Boilers and found these units to be subject-to-
BART. Table 2.2 lists the facilities, subject-to-BART units, and pollutants that were not
approved. A short description of the facilities with subject-to-BART units and the Class I areas
affected follows.

Table 2.2. Facilities with Subject-to-BART Units in the State of Arkansas

Facility Name Unit ID - Deseription BART Pollutants

American Electric Power - Flint Creek Plant SN-01 - Boiler SO,, NO,

AR Electric Cooperative - Bailey Generating | SN-01 - Boiler SO,, NO,, PM
Station

AR Electric Cooperative - John L. McClellan | SN-01 - Boiler SO,, NO,, PM

Generating Station

SN-02 - Unit 4 Boiler NO,,
Natural Gas Firing
Entergy - Lake Catherine

SN-02 - Unit 4 Boiler Qil | SO,, NO,, PM
Firing
SN-01 - Unit 1 SO,, NO,
Bituminous and Sub-

bituminous Coal Firing

Entergy - White Bluff SN-02 - Unit 2 50,, NO,
Bituminous and Sub-
bituminous Coal Firing
SN-05 - Auxiliary Boiler

SN-03 —No. 1 Power SO,, NO,
Domtar - Ashdown Boiler
SN-05 — No. 2 Power SO,, NO,, PM
Boiler
Georgia-Pacific Paper - Crossett 6A Boiler SO,, NO,, PM
9A Boiler SO,, NO,, PM
20

ED_001237_00140423-00024



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

American Electric Power - Flint Creek Power Plant (Arkansas Facility Identification Number
(AFIN)04-00107)

1s located in Gentry, Benton County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under ADEQ
Operating Air Permit Number 0276-AOP-R6. It produces power using a 6324 million British
thermal units (MMBtu) per hour, dry bottom, wall fired Boiler (SN-01) to produce sufficient
steam to operate the turbine generator at the 558 MW gross electrical output capability of the
unit. The boiler burns primarily low sulfur western coal, but can also combust fuel oil and tire
derived fuels (TDF). Fuel oil firing is only allowed during startup and shutdown of the boiler,
startup and shutdown of the pulverizer mills, for flame stabilization when the coal is frozen, fuel
oil tank maintenance, to prevent boiler tube failure in extreme cold weather, and when the unit 1s
offline for maintenance. Fly ash resulting from the coal combustion process is collected by two
hot side electrostatic precipitators. BART determination modeling indicated SN-01 affects
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas, AR, and Hercules-Glades Wilderness area,
MO.

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation - Carl E. Bailev Generating Station (AFIN 74-00024)
1s located in Augusta, Woodruff County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under ADEQ
Operating Air Permit Number 0154-AOP-R4. It produces power using a 1350 MMBtu per hour

Riley Stoker Boiler (SN-01) to drive a 122 MW generator. The primary fuel is natural gas but

the facility is also permitted to use any grade fuel oil with a sulfur content equal to or below

2.3%. Preliminary modeling of this unit showed emissions affect visibility in Upper Buffalo and
Caney Creek Wilderness areas, AR,and Hercules-Glades and Mingo Wilderness areas, MO.

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation - John L. McClellan Generating Station 62FIN
00055y

1s located in Camden, Ouachita County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under ADEQ
Operating Air Permit Number 0181-AOP-RS. The plant produces power using a 1436 MMBtu
per hour Riley Stoker Boiler (SN-01) to drive a 134 MW generator. The primary fuel is natural
gas but the facility is also permitted to use any grade fuel oil with a sulfur content equal to or
below 2.8%. Emissions from this source affect Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek Wilderness
areas’ visibility.

Entergy - Lake Catherine (AFIN 30-00011)

is located in Malvern, Hot Spring County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under
ADEQ Operating Air Permit Number 1717-AOP-R6. Lake Catherine is a single unit electric
generating station which generates electric energy for sale. Three units that were previously in
operation were retired in 2014. Unit 4 (SN-03) is the only remaining unit. Electricity for sale is
produced by burning natural gas. The burning of No. 6 fuel oil as a secondary fuel has been
discontinued. The subject-to-BART source is Unit 4 (SN-03) which is a Combustion
Engineering tilting tangential fired 5,850 MMBtu per hour Boiler powering a 552 MW
generator. BART determination modeling indicated emissions from this unit affect the visibility
at Hercules-Glades, MO, and the Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek Class I areas, AR. The
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discontinuance of fuel oil use will result in significant reductions of SO, emissions from this
source.

Entergy - White Bluff (AFIN 35-00110)

1s located in Redfield, Jefferson County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under ADEQ
Operating Air Permit Number 0263-AOP-R7. Units Nos. 1 (SN-01) and 2 (SN-02) are identical
Combustion Engineering tilting tangential 8950 MMBtu per hour coal fired Boilers with a

maximum power rating of 850 MW each. The Boilers use sub-bituminous or bituminous coal as
the primary fuel and No. 2 fuel oil as a start-up fuel. Particulate matter is controlled by an
electrostatic precipitator on each Boiler. The Auxiliary Boiler (SN-05) is a 183 MMBtu per hour
Boiler burning No. 2 fuel oil as its only fuel type. The purpose of the Auxiliary Boiler is to
provide steam for the start-up of the two primary Boilers, SN-01 and SN-02. Results from the
BART determination modeling indicated emissions from Units 1 and 2 and the Auxiliary Boiler
affect visibility at Hercules-Glades, MO, and Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek, AR.

Domtar - Ashdown (AFIN 41-00002)

is located in Ashdown, Little River County, AR, and is currently permitted to operate under
ADEQ Operating Air Permit Number 0287-AOP-R14. Domtar is a paper mill facility and has
two Power Boilers, No. 1 Power Boiler (SN-03) and No. 2 Power Boiler (SN-05), that are
subject-to-BART. The No. 1 Power Boiler was installed in 1968 as part of the original
construction of the Ashdown Mill. It has a heat input rating of 580 MMBtu per hour and an
average steam generating rate of 120,000 pounds per hour (Ib/hr) of steam at 850 pounds/square
inch [gauge] (psig). It combusts primarily bark, but it is also permitted to burn wood chips,

wood waste, recycled sanitary products composed of cellulose and polypropylene, pelletized
paper fuel (PPF), TDF, municipal yard waste, No. 6 fuel oil, reprocessed fuel oil, used oil
generated on site, and natural gas. Natural gas is only used to supplement other fuels during high
steam demand periods. The No.1 Power Boiler is equipped with a traveling grate and a
combustion air system. To meet applicable Boiler Maximum Achievable Control Technology
(MACT) PM emissions standard of 0.07 Ib/MMBtu Domtar Industries installed a wet
electrostatic precipitator (WESP) during the spring of 2007. The No. 2 Power Boiler started
operation in February 1976. It has a heat input rating of 820 MMBtu per hour and an average
steam generating rate of approximately 600,000 Ib/hr. It combusts primarily bituminous coal
(over 80% of the heat mput is supplied by coal), but it is also permitted to burn bark, bark and
wood chips used to absorb oil spills, wood waste, petroleum coke, recycled sanitary products
based on cellulose and polypropylene, PPF, TDF, municipal waste, No. 6 fuel oil, reprocessed
fuel oil, used oil generated on site, natural gas, and non-condensable gases (NCGs). The NCGs
are produced in the pulp and evaporator areas. It consist of nitrogen, total reduced sulfur (TRS)
compounds, methanol, SO,, and minor quantities of other compounds such as methyl ethyl
ketone (MEK). Under normal conditions, natural gas is not combusted. The No. 2 Power Boiler
1s equipped with a traveling grate, combustion air system including overfire air, multi-clones,
and two parallel venturi scrubbers. The SO, loading to the Boiler is significant since it burns
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coal and NCGs. Therefore, the scrubbing fluid includes water and a source of alkali, such as
sodium hydroxide (NaOH) and/or pulp mill extraction stage filtrate. BART determination
modeling indicated emissions from the two Power Boilers affect visibility at Upper Buffalo and
Caney Creek, AR.

GeorgiaPacific Paper (AFIN 02-00013)

1s located in Crossett, Ashley County, AR, and is currently permitted under ADEQ Operating Air
Permit Number 0597-A0OP-R15. Georgia-Pacific is a Kraft paper mill that has two subject-to-
BART sources, 6A (SN-19) and 9A (SN-22) boilers. The 6A Boiler is a 357 MMBtu per hour
boiler. The boiler burns natural gas and specification grade oil. Specification grade oil consists
of new oil, used oil, and pitch from the production of tall oil. The 6A Boiler was installed in
1962 and there are no emissions controls associated with it. The 9A Boiler is a 720 MMBtu per
hour combination fuel boiler that is used to generate steam for general use throughout the
facility. It was installed in 1973. This Boiler may serve as a backup combustion unit when the
incinerator (SN-83) is offline. The combination of fuels permitted for this Boiler are TDF,
agriculture derived fuel (ADF), refuse derived fuel (RDF), NCGs, wood waste, specification
grade oil, natural gas, and sludge. The 9A Boiler is equipped with a wet Venturi scrubber to
control sulfur compound emissions. The scrubber was installed in 1980. ADEQ determined 6A
Boiler was pre-BART and emissions from 9A Boiler do not cause or contribute to visibility
impairment at Caney Creek Wilderness area, AR. However, in the final rule on the 2008
Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, EPA found the 6A Boiler to be BART eligible. EPA also found
both the 6A and 9A Boilers to be subject-to-BART and a full BART analysis is required (77 Fed.
Reg. 14606). However, Georgia-Pacific (G-P) voluntarily reduced 9A Boiler’s permitted SO,
emission rate to 484.6 tons per year (a 64% reduction). However, permitted PM, rates increased
to 339.0 tpy (from 243.3 tpy). Modeling performed by G-P indicates the current emission rate
affects Caney Creek below 0.5 deciview (dv). Based on a call on March 20, 2013, with EPA
Region 6 staff and G-P, the current permit limit for the 9A Boiler exempts this facility from the
requirement to perform a five-factor analysis.

3. Additional Control Measures — Federal and State Programs

i. Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)
On May 30, 2012, EPA finalized the rule: “Regional Haze: Revisions to Provisions Governing
Alternatives to Source-Specific BART Determinations, Limited SIP Disapprovals, and Federal
Implementation Plans” (77 Fed. Reg. 33643, June 7, 2012). This rule allows the trading
programs in the CSAPR Rule to serve as an alternative to determining source-by-source BART.
This rule provides that states in the CSAPR region can substitute participation in CSAPR for
source-specific BART for SO, and/or NOx emissions from power plants. This determination is
commonly referred to as CSAPR being “better-than-BART.” EPA also determined “that a state
in the Transport Rule region whose EGUs are subject to the requirements of the Transport Rule
trading program only for ozone season NOy is allowed to rely on our determination that the
Transport Rule makes greater reasonable progress than source-specific BART for NO,” (77 Fed.
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Reg. 33652). Arkansas is included in this determination, which did not require the state’s
subject-to-BART EGUs to perform a five-factor analysis of NOy emissions. However, in light
of the U.S. Court of Appeals decision as previously discussed in the Executive Summary to
vacate CSAPR and reinstate CAIR, a five-factor analysis of NOy emissions was developed in
Arkansas. On October 12, 2014, the stay of CSAPR was revoked. Beginning May 1, 2015,
CSAPR is in effect and being implemented in Arkansas. ADEQ is currently reevaluating the
NOy emission limits that are in the disapproved SIP and considering appropriate revisions. See

Table 2.3 for information regarding CAIR sources in Arkansas.

Arkansas’s participation in the CAIR NOy Ozone season only cap and trade program was also a
significant component of the State’s LTS and was expected to yield EGU NOy emissions
reductions. While CAIR was remanded by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, as previously
discussed in the Executive Summary, CAIR remains in effect and sources in Arkansas continue
to comply with the state and federal requirements associated with CAIR. Also, as mentioned on
the Executive Summary, EPA’s request for a three-year delay in the compliance deadline as well
as EPA’s motion to lift the stay of the CSAPR were granted by the Courts. Until EPA provides
guidance to the states, Arkansas will continue its participation in the CAIR NOy Ozone season

only cap and trade program.

Table 2.3. CAIR NOy Ozone Season Allocations for Arkansas (2009-2017) as Allocated per

APC&EC Reg. No. 19.1404.

Listed by Vintage Year.

Facility Name 2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 | 2010

Hot Spring Generating Station | SN-01 28 37
(Magnet Cove)

Hot Spring Generating Station | SN-02 312 317 ok 1 20 11 36 25 32
(Magnet Cove)

Carl E. Bailey Generating 1 21 17 15 35 69 70 92 93 94
Station

Cecil Lynch Plant Unit 2 2 3 3 5 5 2 19 19 19
Cecil Lynch Plant Unit 3 27 30 16 11 11 8 35 36 36
Dell Power Plant 1 99 78 ok 4 12 11 13 4 2
Dell Power Plant 2 105 90 ok 3 12 15 13 7

Thomas B. Fitzhugh 2 39 37 49 88 85 86 34 21 21
Generating Station

Flint Creek Power Plant SN-01 774 800 872 | 1099 1089 1062 1363 | 1382 1384
Fulton Generating Station 1 22 21 23 30 29 24 8 4 3
Hamilton Moses Plant Unit 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 24 24
Hamilton Moses Plant Unit 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 23 23
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Facility Name UnitID | 2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 | 2010

Harry D. Mattison Power SN-01 16 0 11
Plant

Harry D. Mattison Power SN-02 12 ok ok 2 0 11 7 1 5
Plant

Harry D. Mattison Power SN-03 8 11 ok 3 0 10 3 1 4
Plant

Harry D. Mattison Power SN-04 6 10 ok 4 0 6 3 0 1
Plant

Harvey Couch Plant Unit 1 4 5 6 8 7 2 13 13 13
Harvey Couch Plant Unit 2 22 24 28 29 28 29 57 58 58
Hot Spring Energy Facility CT-1 210 218 234 221 214 216 16 28 15
(Formerly KGen)

Hot Spring Energy Facility CT-2 195 202 224 231 223 226 16 21 12
(Formerly KGen)

Independence Plant 1 1224 | 1314 | 1473 | 1913 1863 1844 | 2029 | 2057 2060
Independence Plant 2 1150 | 1230 | 1436 | 1783 1800 1823 | 2073 | 2102 2105
Jonesboro City Water and 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 12
Light

Jonesboro City Water and SN04 11 11 8 6 6 6 0 0 0
Light

Jonesboro City Water and SNO6 13 12 8 7 7 0 12 2 2
Light

Jonesboro City Water and SNO7 15 13 ok ok 9 15 15 3 3
Light

Lake Catherine Plant Unit 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 29 29
Lake Catherine Plant Unit 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 24 24
Lake Catherine Plant Unit 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 53 53
Lake Catherine Plant Unit 4 111 63 71 62 70 107 546 554 554
John L. McClellan Generating 1 60 60 63 91 112 114 147 149 149
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 1 23 24 19 22 20 18 13 5 8
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 2 20 21 18 21 19 19 10 6 6
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 3 24 23 21 19 18 15 14 5 9
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 4 19 19 20 24 23 20 12 6 10
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 5 22 22 20 23 22 20 12 6 9
Station

Harry L. Oswald Generating 6 22 25 23 24 24 20 17 5 10
Station
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Facility Name

2017 | 2016 | 2015 | 2014 | 2013 | 2012
7 48 49 51 57 53 45

Harry L. Oswald Generating 15 7 10
Station
Pine Bluff Energy Center CTI 365 361 386 378 382 368 74 80 71
Plum Point Energy Station Unit 1 ok ok ok 381 501 467 0 0 0
Robert E. Ritchic Plant Unit 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 189 192 192
Robert E. Ritchic Plant Unit 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 217 220 220
Union Power Station CTG-1 178 155 169 189 182 185 24 20 18
Union Power Station CTG-2 175 148 167 193 187 189 24 20 15
Union Power Station CTG-3 188 167 166 163 158 172 29 21 11
Union Power Station CTG-4 184 164 167 195 188 191 25 18 8
Union Power Station CTG-5 180 158 180 218 211 205 23 20 20
Union Power Station CTG-6 174 155 171 214 207 196 22 20 24
Union Power Station CTG-7 199 164 175 213 205 208 25 19 16
Union Power Station CTG-8 200 173 180 224 217 220 24 19 14
John W. Turk Jr. Plant SN-01

ok *xk ok 173 0 0 0 0 0
White Bluff Plant Unit 1 1144 | 1184 | 1293 | 1536 1563 1585 | 2007 | 2035 2038
White Bluff Plant Unit 2 1194 | 1233 | 1361 | 1607 1642 1642 1988 | 2016 2018

Total Allocations per Year 9116 | 9116 | 9116 | 11514 | 11515 | 11515 | 11515 | 11515 | 11515

KEY: (Italics) NEW SOURCE ALLOCATIONS (Plain Text) EXISTING SOURCE ALLOCATIONS  *** 10 be determined

The following federal rules (40 C.F.R. Part 80, Subpart H; 40 C.F.R. Part 85,40 C.F R. Part
86, Subpart P) have offered significant air quality improvement and reductions in visibility-

related pollutants.

i, Tier 2 Vehicle and Gasoline Sulfur Programs
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EPA’s Tier 2 fleet averaging program for onvedadles, modeled after the California L EV
(Low Emissions Vehicle) IT standards, became effective in the 2005ymadeThe Tier 2

program allows manufacturers to produce vehicles with emissions ranging from relatively dirty to
very clean, but the mix of vehicles a manufacturer sells each year must have average NOy
emissions below a specified value. Mobile emissions continue to decline as a result of these
programs as motorists replace older, more polluting vehicles with newer, cleaner vehicles.

iii. Nonroad Diesel and Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) Rules
EPA adopted standards for emissions of NOy, hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide (CO) from
several groups of nonroad engines, including industrial spark-ignition engines and recreational
nonroad vehicles. Industrial spark-ignition engines power commercial and industrial applications
and include forklifts, electric generators, airport baggage transport vehicles, and a variety of farm
and construction applications. Nonroad recreational vehicles include snowmobiles, off-highway

motorcycles, and all-terrain vehicles. These rules were initially effective in 2004 and were fully
phased in by 2012.

The nonroad diesel rule set standards that reduced emissions by more than 90% from nonroad
diesel equipment and, beginning in 2007, the rule reduced fuel sulfur levels by 99% from
previous levels. The reduction in fuel sulfur levels applied to most nonroad diesel fuel in 2010
and applied to fuel used in locomotives and marine vessels in 2012.

The low sulfur content mandated by the Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) Rule resulted in better
control particulate emissions from diesel engines. The transition to ULSD for highway vehicles
began in June 2006. EPA regulations required that at least 80% of highway diesel fuel in the
United States be ULSD, and by 2010, all highway diesel fuel became ULSD. EPA standards
also required a major reduction in the sulfur content of diesel fuel intended for use in locomotive,
marine, and nonroad engines and equipment including construction, agricultural, industrial, and
airport equipment.

iv. 2007 Heavy-Duty Highway Rule
The 2007 Heavy-Duty Highway Rule, also referred as the “Clean Air Highway Diesel Rule,”
was adopted on January 18, 2001, by EPA as a part of the National Clean Diesel Campaign
(NCDC) with the objective of reducing emissions from diesel engines by setting a PM emission
standard for new heavy-duty engines, which took effect with the 2007 model year. The rule also
required reduction of sulfur in diesel fuel to facilitate the use of modern pollution control
technology on these engines. EPA established a goal of reducing emissions from over 11 million
diesel engines in the existing fleet by 2014, especially in the sectors of school buses, ports,
construction, freight, and agriculture.

ADEQ has undertaken several initiatives to obtain reductions from on -road and nonroad
engines, including construction equipment throughout the State. ADEQ offers these funds
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annually as a competitive funding assistance opportunity for fleet managers and equipment
suppliers entitled “Reduce Emissions from Diesels (Go RED!),” as a means of subsidizing
diesel retrofits and the biodiesel market. Although ADEQ cannot provide SIP-quality
quantification of the reduction of emissions due to these programs, it is important to note that
these efforts have contributed to the state’s improvement of air quality and visibility.

v. Source Retirement and Replacement Schedules
40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(3)(v)(B) requires the State of Arkansas to consider measures to mitigate
the impacts of construction activities. In accordance with Subchapter 11.4.1.6 of the 2008
Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, ADEQ tracked Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) new
sources, source retirements, and replacements. Since 2002, five new PSD facilities have been
permitted.

As shown in Table 2.4, these facilities’ total potential to emit (PTE) of NOy is 5,833 tons per
year (tpy) and for SO, the total PTE is 7,373.7 tpy. However, as shown by Table 2.5, the total
actual emissions, as reported by the facilities in their Annual Emissions Inventory Report, for
2012 for NOx was lower at 1,740.8 tpy and for SO, it was 3,303.2 tpy.

Table 2.4. Arkansas New PSD Facilities

Facility Name AFIN PTE (tpy) Permit Start
NO. Number Date

Harry D. Mattison Power Plant 72-00695 2426 32 2114-A0OP-RS5 02/13/07
Riceland Foods, Inc. - Soy 01-00008 542.7 2329 0908-A0OP-R6 02/14/08
Division

Big River Steel, LLC. 47-00991 1,067.7 3503 2305-A0OP-RO Pending
Plum Point Energy Station 47-00461 26457 4.684.6 1995-A0P-R5 08/20/03
SWEPCO / AEP - John W. Turk, 29-00506 1,334.3 2,102.7 2123-A0P-R2 11/05/08
Jr. Plant

Total PTE 5,833.0 7,373.7

Table 2.5. Actual NO, and SO, Emissions from the New PSD Facilities Listed in Table 2.4
Reported Emissions (ipy)

e
.
7.0 | 0.7 - - - - Ki - -

Harry D. 72- 65.9 0
Mattison 00695

Power Plant

Riceland 01- - - 3773 | 974 | 369.8 95.6 335.7 86.8 146.8 100.4
Foods, Inc. - 00008

Soy Division

Big River 47- - - - - - - - - - -
Steel, LLC. 00991
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Plum Point 47- - - - - 1,387.7 | 2,424.2 | 1,525.4 | 2,830.4 | 1,540.8 3,153.5
Energy Station | 00461
SWEPCO / 29- - - - - - - - - 53.3 49.4
AEP - John 00506
W. Turk, Jr.
Plant

Total 70 | 0.7 | 3773 | 974 | 1,7575 | 2,519.8 | 1,927.0 | 2,917.7 | 1,740.8 3,303.2

¢ Note: the emissions shown in #talics are from the State and Local Emissions Inventory System (SLEIS) and
the emissions in plain font are from EPA’s National Emissions Inventory (NEI) database.

Sixteen PSD facilities have shut down in Arkansas since 2008, resulting in a total reduction of
15,892.5 tpy in permitted NOy emissions and of 1,125.8 tpy in permitted SO, emissions. Table
2.6 shows the actual emissions reductions from these facilities.
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Table 2.6. Closed Arkansas PSD Facilities Since 2008

Facility Name PTE (tpy) Reported Actual Emissions (tpy)
Date

. @ @ @ s 0 0
—-—

Entergy - Moses 62- 1,789.6 93.0 03/11/13
00010

Enterprise Refined 54- 10.4 0.0 02/19/13 - - 2.852 0.0 - - - -

Products 00110

Huntington Foam 66- 8.8 0.2 01/22/13
00701

Georgia Pacific - 20- 194.0 21.5 01/01/11 2973 294 | 188.1 | 16.3

Fordyce Plywood 00004

Pinnacle Frames and 11- 3.6 0.1 01/25/11 0.446 | 0.0027 0.5 0.0 0.4 0.0

Accents 00075

Potlatch Land and 50- 189.1 18.9 08/06/11 93.85 15.24 26.1 4.7 26.1 | 47 | 1628 | 26.5

Lumber 00001

CenterPoint Energy - 66- 201.4 0.3 08/09/10 131.9 0.05 31.74 | 0.04 | 1,103 | 0.1 - -

Hobbs 00640

Progressive Foam 23- 3.7 0.1 05/04/10 0.47 | 0.003 - -
00006

White 32- 4.8 0.3 03/15/10 4522 10.0273 - -

Rodgers/Emerson 00007

Electric

Riverside Plant #5 58- 43.5 23 06/29/09 1.5 0.1 - -
00050

Allied Tube and 35- 16.0 0.0 10/22/08 1.465 0.005 | 0.014 0.0 - - - -

Conduit 00117

G-P Wood Products 70- 71.5 10.5 04/18/08 83.5 10.7 - - - -
00032

Spang and Company- 42- 03 0.1 01/25/08 - - - -

Magnetics 00064

GDX Automotive 32- 25.8 0.2 01/13/08 - - - -
00038

Entergy - Ritchie SN-01 | 54- 13,140.1 787.9 02/06/13 - - - - - - - -
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Facility Name PTE (tpy) Reported Actual Emissions (tpy)
Date

... = v @ e i 0
—-_

00017
Entergy - Lynch 60- 682.0 3124 05/01/13 - - 0.7 0.1 - - 1.7 0.0
00087
Entergy — Couch SN-02 | 37- 1786.2 71.3 12/18/13 112.5 3 364 127 22.7 .09
00004
Entergy — Lake 30- 3504.2 154.6 12/19/13 6.360 0.006 4.60 0.004 - - 2.131 | 0.002
Catherine —SN-01 0001
Entergy — Lake 30- 2902.0 133.7 12/19/13 1.520 0.005 1.3 0.003 - - 1.875 | 0.002
Catherine —SN-02 0001
24,577 1,607.1 Total 35406 | 15.74 | 4855 451 | 1,317 | 21.1 | 191.6 | 26.6
Total PTE (tpy) Actual (1py)

Note: the emissions shown in italics are from the State and Local Emissions Inventory System (SLEIS) and the emissions in plain font are from EPA’s National
Emissions Inventory (NEI) database.
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vi. Agricultural and Forestry Smoke Management
40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(3)(v)(E) requires Arkansas to consider smoke management techniques for
the purposes of agricultural and forestry management.

The Arkansas Forestry Commission approved revisions to the Arkansas Smoke Management Plan
(SMP) in 2007, which is designed to assure that prescribed fires are planned and executed in a
manner designed to minimize impacts associated with the smoke produced by prescribed fires.

4. Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) (40 C.F.R. Part 63

Since the development of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, EPA has promulgated standards
that are anticipated to yield new emissions reductions and have the potential to further reduce
emissions associated with visibility impairment in the federal and state Class I areas.

CENRAP estimated emissions reductions from the MACT standards for source categories with post-
2002 compliance data’”. MACT standards not expected to achieve significant VOC emission
reductions were excluded. See Table 2.7. This table also provides the associated C.F.R. subpart
containing the regulations, the compliance date for existing sources, and the pollutants considered in
the 2018 inventory. IThe ist is based upon the data developed by E. H. Pechan and Associates®. It
1s likely that the MACT standards did not significantly impact visibility impairment in Class I areas.
CENRAP’s review is provided only as a courtesy and for future reference.

Table 2.7 below describes the MACTs used as control strategies for the non-EGU point source
emissions. The table notes the pollutants for which controls were applied as well as the
promulgation dates and the compliance dates for existing sources.

Table 2.7. Post-2002 MACT Standards Considered in the 2018 Emissions Inventory

MACT Standard - Source Category Promulgation | Compliance | Pollutants
(Publication Date Affected
in Federal (existing
Register) sources)
Asphalt (Roofing Manufacturing and LLLLL | 4/29/2003 5/1/2006 VOC
Asphalt Processing)
Auto and Light Duty Trucks I 4/26/2004 4/26/2007 vVOC

Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching and ccccce 4/14/2003 4/14/2006 vVOC
Battery Stacks

" The CENRAP modeling emissions inventory consists of several distinct datasets: the 2002 base case for model
performance evaluation, 2002 typical, 2018 base case, and the 2018 control strategy scenario.

¥ Pechan, E.H. & Associates. (2005). Development of Growth and Control Inputs for CENRAP 2018 Emissions, Draft
Technical Support Document. Durham, North Carolina. Carolina Environmental Program, University of North
Carolina, Chapel, Hill, North Carolina. May.
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MACT Standard - Source Category

Promulgation
(Publication

in Federal
Register)

Compliance

Date
(existing
sources)

Pollutants
Affected

Fabric Printing, Coating and Dyeing 0000 5/29/2003 5/29/2006 VOC
Friction Products Manufacturing QQOQOQQ | 10/18/2002 10/18/2005 vVOC
Integrated Iron and Steel FFFFF 5/20/2003 5/20/2006 VOC,
Large Appliances NNNN | 7/23/2002 7/23/2005 vOC
Leather Finishing Operations TTTT | 2/27/2002 2/27/2005 VOC
Lime Manufacturing AAAAA 1/5/2004 1/5/2007 PM
Manufacturing Nutritional Yeast Ccccc 5/21/2001 5/21/2004 vVOC
Metal Can (Surface Coating) KKKK | 11/13/2003 11/13/2006 vVOC
Metal Coil (Surface Coating) SSSS 6/10/2002 6/10/2005 vVOC
Metal Furniture RRRR 5/23/2003 5/23/2006 vVOC
Miscellaneous Coating Manufacturing HHHHH | 12/11/2003 12/11/2006 VOC
Miscellaneous Metal Parts and MMMM 1/2/2004 1/2/2007 vVOC
Products (Surface Coating)
Miscellaneous Organic Chemical FFFF | 10/11/2003 10/11/2006 VOC
Production and Processes (MON)
Paper and Other Web JII | 4/12/2002 4/12/2005 vVOC
Pesticide Active Ingredient MMM 6/23/1999 12/23/2003 vVOC
Production
Petroleum Refineries Uuu 11/4/2002 11/4/2005 vVOC
Plastic Parts PPPP 4/19/2004 4/19/2007 vVOC
Plywood and Composite Wood DDDD | 7/30/2004 1/10/2007 VOC
Products
Polymers and Resins HI 000 1/20/2000 1/20/2003 vVOC
Reciprocating Internal 72777 6/15/2004 6/15/2007 VOC,
Combustion Engines (RICE) NOy
Rubber Tire Manufacturing XXXX 9/7/2002 11/7/2005 VOC
Secondary Aluminum Production RRR | 3/23/2000 3/24/2003 PM
Site Remediation GGGGG 8/10/2003 8/10/2006 VOC
Solvent Extraction for Vegetable Oil GGGG 12/4/2001 12/4/2004 vVOC
Production
Stationary Combustion Turbines YYYY 5/3/2004 5/3/2007 vVOC
Taconite Iron Ore Processing RRRRR | 10/30/2003 10/30/2006 PM
Wet Formed Fiberglass Mat Production HHHH 11/4/2002 11/4/2005 VOC
Wood Building Products (Surface QQQAQ 5/28/2003 5/28/2006 VOC
Coating)
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5. Mercury and Air Toxics Rule
On December 16, 2011, the EPA finalized national C.A A. standards to reduce mercury and other
toxic air pollution from coal and oil-fired power plants. The final rule established power plant

emission standards for mercury, acid gases, and non-mercury metallic toxic pollutants that will
prevent 90% of the mercury in coal burned in power plants from being emitted to the air; reduce by
88% the acid gas emissions from power plants; and cut power plant SO, emissions by 41% beyond
the reductions expected from CSAPR. Existing EGUs have to comply with this rule by April 16,
2015; however, an additional one-year extension may be granted for compliance if additional time
1s needed to install controls. Although reductions cannot be quantified at this time, Arkansas
anticipates that some reductions in SO, emissions from the state’s coal-fired EGUs will occur as a
result of the MATS rule. Flint Creek plans to install a NID (Novel Integrated Desulfurization)
system, while the two Entergy facilities (White Bluff and Independence) currently plan to control
mercury by activated carbon injection (ACI). The NID system will control SO, and other acid
gases, the ACI will not. The remaining coal fired plants in the State (Plum Point and Turk) were
constructed with dry flue gas desulfurization and will not be modified.

6.  New NAAOS since the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP submittal
On January 22, 2010, EPA strengthened the health-based NAAQS for NO,, establishing a new 1-
hour standard at a level of 100 ppb. On January 20, 2012, EPA designated all areas of the country
as “unclassifiable/attainment” for the 2010 NO, NAAQS.

On June 3, 2010, the EPA promulgated a new 1-hour SO, NAAQS at a level of 75 ppb. On August
5, 2013, EPA designated 29 areas in 16 states as nonattainment, none of which are located in
Arkansas.

On December 14, 2012, EPA strengthened the PM, s NAAQS, reducing the level of the annual
standard from 15 pg/m’ to 12 pg/m®. EPA is expected to finalize attainment designations by
December 14, 2014. Projections provided by EPA suggest 99% of counties with monitors will
meet the revised standard by 2020.

ADEQ initiated rulemaking to adopt these standards, except for the 2012 PM, s NAAQS, into
Arkansas’s State regulations. APC&EC adopted this rulemaking on August 22, 2014, and ADEQ
will incorporate these standards, for PSD sources only, into the SIP.
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Chapter 3:  Emissions Reductions-40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(2)

1. Summary of Emission Reductions Achieved

40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(2) requires, “A summary of the emissions reductions achieved throughout
the State through implementation of the measures in paragraph (g)(1).”

To meet this requirement, states are required to identify and estimate emissions reductions
primarily in NOy, SO», and PM from SIP measures that were discussed in 40 C.FR. §
51.308(g)(1). As stated in Chapter 2, the BART portion of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze
SIP was partially approved and partially disapproved. (Please refer to Chapter 2 for the list of
disapproved and approved BART elements.) Therefore, as of the submittal date of this report,
there have not been any reductions from subject-to-BART sources due to BART limits.

Additional control measures included in the SIP were federal and state programs. Qualitatively,
the continued implementation of those federal and state measures discussed in Chapter 2 not
affecting point sources are expected to reduce emissions.

Emission data containing annual EGUs SO, and NO, emissions in Arkansas were obtained from
EPA’s Clean Air Markets Division (CAMD). (See Table 3.1.)

Table 3.1. Annual NO, and SO, emissions (Arkansas, 2000-2011)°

0 @

2000 51,624 75,057
2001 47,398 78,729
2002 42,079 70,738
2003 41,749 73,007
2004 40,083 81,483
2005 35,333 66,190
2006 35,414 73,432
2007 37,877 72,247
2008 37,800 73,289
2009 34,081 68,535
2010 37,785 67,084
2011 38,338 73,623

® Source: U.S. EPA Clean Air Market Division www.epa.gov/airmarkt/
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Figure 3.1. Emissions Trends for Arkansas Electric Generation Units (2000-2011)
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Source: Clean Air Market Division , http://www. epa.gov/airmarkt/ Prepared by Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist
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Looking at the long term (2000-2011), the overall SO, and NOy emissions from Arkansas
EGUs are trending downward. (Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1.) Although there was an uptick in
2011, these emissions arc less than the 2000 emissions.

2. EGU_SO > Emission Reductions and Utilization

Figure 3.2 shows a comparison of heat input to observed and projected SO, and NOy
emissions for Arkansas EGUs reported to CAMD. As of 2011, SO, emissions have increased
by 2,885 tpy and NOy emissions have decreased by 3,741 tpy since 2002. Annual SO,
emissions are projected to increase by an additional 125 tpy in 2018 from 2011 observed
emissions. Annual NOx emissions are projected to decrease by an additional 10,167 tpy in
2018 from 2011 observed emissions. Although SO, emissions from Arkansas EGUs have
increased from baseline years 2001-2004 and are projected to continue to do so through 2018,
the rate of SO, emissions in Ib/MMBtu at EGUs has actually decreased. The decrease in
emissions rates of SO, and NOy in pounds per MMBtu by Arkansas EGUs, as demonstrated in
Figure 3.2, indicates that control efficiencies have improved since 2002 and that projected SO,
emissions are due to increased activity by EGUs.

Additionally, on June 12, 2013, public notice was issued on SWEPCO/Flint Creek Power
Plant’s (AFIN 04-00107, Permit No. 027-AOP-R6) draft permit and the final permit was
issued on August 25, 2013. This permit was necessary for the installation and operation of
new control equipment on source number 01 (SN-01). The installation of this control will
reduce the permitted SO, emissions by 87.5%. Further SO, emission reductions will be
realized from existing subject-to-BART sources once the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP is
approved.
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Figure 3.2. Arkansas EGU Emissions and Heat Input (2000-2011)
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Figure 3.2 shows the rate of SO, and NOy emitted per MMBtu is declining. Although Arkansas’s SO, and NOy emissions have not

dropped significantly, the plants are operating more efficiently as shown by ratio of emissions to heat input.
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Chapter 4:  Assessment of Visibility Conditions—40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3)

1. Introduction

40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3) of the RHR requires for each mandatory Class I area in the state, an
assessment of the following visibility conditions and changes, with values for most impaired and
least impaired days expressed in terms of five-year averages of these annual values:

e 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3)(1): Current visibility conditions for the most and least impaired
days.

o 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3)(11): Difference between current visibility conditions for the
most impaired and least impaired days and baseline visibility conditions.

e 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3)(111): Change in visibility impairment for the most
impaired and least impaired days over the past 5 years.

The goal of the RHR is to restore natural visibility conditions to the mandatory Class I federal
areas by 2064. The regional haze SIP must contain measures that make "reasonable progress”
toward this goal by reducing anthropogenic emissions that cause haze. Subchapter 2,
Assessment of Reasonable Progress Goals, found within this Chapter, will address Arkansas’s
reasonable progress in detail. For each Class I area, there are three metrics of visibility that are
part of the determination of reasonable progress:

¢ baseline conditions;
¢ natural conditions; and
e current conditions.

Each of the three metrics includes the concentration data of the visibility impairing pollutants as
different terms in the light extinction equation, with respective extinction coefficients and
relative humidity factors. The Speciation Trends Network (STN) was later transitioned into the
Chemical Speciation Network (CSN) with 50 long-term trend sites and approximately 150 sites
operated by state, local, and tribal agencies, primarily in urban/suburban settings.

The primary system used to measure air quality improvements for visibility purposes is the
Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE') program, a cooperative
effort between the EPA, federal land management agencies, and state agencies. Air quality
measurements in the IMPROVE network began in 1988; as of June 2011, there were 212 sites
(170 current and 42 discontinued). In addition, the EPA’s STN of 84 sites was originally
included to expand the spatial and seasonal aerosol and reconstructed light extinction coefficient

'Y IMPROVE is a network of monitors in various Class I areas, established to assess visibility impairment and its
causes.
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trends to include urban areas and to investigate the differences in urban and rural acrosol
concentrations.

The RHR stipulates use of the IMPROVE algorithm for calculating light extinction in Class I
areas. The algorithm uses measured ambient concentrations of light scattering acrosols and
humidity to estimate light extinction. The 2011 IMPROVE'" report describes in detail how
visibility impairment is calculated. Total light extinction when converted to deciviews is
calculated for the average of the 20% least impaired and 20% most impaired visibility days.

The IMPROVE equation' is used to convert monitored concentrations into extinction, a measure
of visibility. The original IMPROVE equation converts PM species concentrations to light
extinction (b,,;) as follows:

bey = 3 * f(RH) * [sulfate] + 3* f(RH) * [nitrate] + 4 * [organic carbon] + 10 *
[elemental carbon] + 1 * [fine soil] + 0.6 * [coarse mass] + 10

The fARH) is a water growth factor for sulfate and nitrate; its value depends on relative humidity
(RH), ranging from one at low humidity to 18 at 98% humidity. Brackets ([]) represent the
concentrations of the PM species measured in micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’). The
constants are the individual component’s extinction efficiency. The 10 that is added accounts for
Rayleigh scattering, which is due to the interaction of light with molecules of air itself with no
pollutants and is measured in inverse megameters (Mm™).

In 2007, the IMPROVE workgroup published a more robust algorithm for calculating
background visibility.”” The revised IMPROVE light extinction equation is expressed as
follows:

bey = 2.2 * f(RH) * [small sulfate] + 4.8 * f,(RH) [large sulfate] + 2.4 * f(RH) * [small
nitrate] + 5.1 * f; (RH) *[large nitrate] + 2.8 * [small organic mass] + 6.1 * [large
organic mass] + 10 * [elemental carbon] + 1 * [fine soil] + 1.7 * f(RH) * [sea salt] +
0.6 * [coarse mass] + Rayleigh scattering (site-specific) + 0.33 * [NO»(ppb)]

Sulfate, nitrate, and organic mass are each split into two fractions representing small and large
distributions of those species. Though not explicitly shown in the equation, the organic mass
concentration used in this new algorithm is 1.8 times the organic carbon mass concentration,
changed from 1.4 times carbon mass concentration as used for input for the original IMPROVE

! Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) Report V (2011).

12 See: http://vista.cira.colostate.eduw/improve/

B pitchford, M. L., W. C. Malm, B. A. Schichtel, N. Kumar, D. Lowenthal, and. Hand, J. L. (2007). Revised
algorithm for estimating light extinction from IMPROVE particle speciation data, Journal of the Air and Waste
Management Association, 57, 1326-1336.
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algorithm. Sea salt and light absorption by nitrogen dioxide (NO;) which 1s measured in parts
per billion (ppb) have been added. Distinct water growth curves for small sulfates and nitrates,
large sulfates and nitrates, and sea salt have also been added. Site-specific Rayleigh scattering is
calculated for the elevation and annual average temperature of each of the IMPROVE
monitoring sites compared to the original equation that assumed extinction due to Rayleigh
scattering was 10 Mm™.

2. Assessment of Visibility Conditions for Arkansas Class I Areas

The annual average visibility for 2001-2011 for the 20% best (least impaired) and 20% worst
(most impaired) days at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas is displayed in
Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2. Visibility conditions have varied from year to year at each
Wilderness area. The 2011 data for the least and most impaired days at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo Wilderness areas shows an improvement in visibility for both areas since 2001.

Figure 4.1. Annual Average Visibility for 20% Best and 20% Worst Days at Caney Creek
Wilderness Area, Arkansas (2001-2011)
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Figure 4.2. Annual Average Visibility for 20% Best and 20% Worst Days at Upper Buffalo
Wilderness Area, Arkansas (2000-2011)
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Table 4.1 demonstrates the change in visibility on the 20% worst days at Caney Creek and
Upper Buffalo Wilderness arcas based on observed data collected between 2001 and 2011 at
Caney Creek Wilderness area and collected between 2000 and 2011 at Upper Buffalo
Wilderness area. Both areas showed improved visibility from the baseline average in the
periods of 2005-2009 and 2007-2011. The current five-year average shows that as of 2011,
Caney Creek Wilderness area has achieved 73% of its visibility impairment reduction goal of
3.88 dv and Upper Buffalo Wilderness area has achieved 66% of its visibility impairment
reduction goal of 3.75 dv by 2018.

Table 4.1. Visibility at Arkansas Class I Areas on the 20% Worst Days

Current
Baseline 5 Current 5- Past 5-Year minus
Class I Avea Monitor | Year Average | Year Average Average Baseline
ID 2000 - 2004 2007 - 2011 2005 - 2009 (dv)

=(dv) (dv) (dv) 5-Year

Average
Caney Creek CACR 26.55 23.73 25.63 -2.82
Upper Buffalo | UPBU 26.36 23.88 25.93 -2.47

*Data collection at Caney Creek Wilderness area began in 2001; therefore, only four years of data (2001-2004)
were used to calculate the baseline.
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Table 4.2 shows the five-year averages that were calculated for the 20% best days at Caney
Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas. It also demonstrates the change in visibility on the
20% best days at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas based on observed data
collected between 2001 and 2011 at Caney Creek Wilderness area and between 2000 and 2011 at
Upper Buffalo Wilderness areca. Caney Creek Wilderness area showed improved visibility from
the baseline average for the periods of 2005-2009 and 2007-2011. Upper Buffalo Wilderness
arca showed degraded visibility from the baseline average in the average visibility impairment
from 2005-2009 and improved visibility from the baseline average for the average of the years
2007-2011.

Table 4.2. Visibility at Arkansas Class I Areas on the 20% Best Days

Baseline Current Cuf'rent
Past 5-Year minus
. S-Year 5-Year .
Monitor Average Baseline
Class I Area Average | Average
1D 2005 — 2009 (dv) 5-
2000 — 2007 — (dv) Your
*
2004 *(dv) | 2011 (dv) A
Caney Creek* | CACR | 11.39 10.43 11.06 -0.97
Upper Buffalo | UPBU | 11.71 11.04 11.85 -0.67

*Data collection at Caney Creck Wilderness area began in 2001; therefore, only four years of data (2001-2004)
were used to calculate the baseline.

3. Summary
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas have both shown improved visibility for the

most impaired and least impaired days since 2001 and are projected to continue to improve.
Based on the five-year rolling averages and projected data, both Wilderness areas are on
schedule to achieve their 2018 RPGs for the 20% worst days. Data from Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo Wilderness areas show that the goal of no visibility degradation on the 20% best days
will be achieved and that visibility has and will continue to improve.
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Chapter 5:  Emissions Inventory Progress-40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(4)

The RHR 40 C.FR. § 51.308(g)(4) requires: “An analysis tracking the change over the past 5
vears in emissions of pollutants contributing to visibility impairment from all sources and
activities within the State. Emissions changes should be identified by type of source or activity.
The analysis must be based on the most recent updated emissions inventory, with estimates
projected forward as necessary and appropriate, to account for emissions changes during the
applicable 5 year period.”

1. Backeround

The 1990 C.A.A. Amendments require that an Emission Inventory (EI) be prepared statewide
for point, nonpoint (area), on-road, and nonroad mobile emissions categories statewide. ADEQ
maintains an EI of up-to-date information on emissions of SO,, VOC, CO, NOx, lead and lead
compounds, ammonia (NHj3), particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers (PM; 5), and
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers (PMo). The EI identifies the types of emissions
sources present in an area, the amount of each pollutant emitted, the type of processes
occurring, and any control devices employed at each plant or source category. The EI provides
data for a variety of air quality planning tasks that include establishing baseline emission levels,
calculating emission reduction targets, developing control strategy development for reducing
emissions, providing emission inputs into air quality simulation models, and the tracking of
emissions over time. These Els are critical for the efforts of state, local, and federal agencies to
demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS.

This chapter discusses general EI development for each of the anthropogenic source categories
and compares actual emission trends with modeled projections for the State as a whole (all
sources) as well as for electric generating utilities within the State.

2. Industrial Point Sources

Stationary point source emission data is collected annually from those sources that meet
reporting requirements outlined in the Air Emissions Reporting Requirements (40 C.F.R. Part
51). These sources include, but are not limited to, refineries, chemical plants, bulk terminals,
and utilities. Facilities are required to report emissions data to ADEQ. Reporting of
information characterizing the process equipment, the abatement units, and the emission points
1s also required. All data submitted is reviewed for quality assurance purposes and then stored
in the State and Local Emissions Inventory System (SLEIS) database. At the end of the annual
reporting cycle, point source emission data is reported each year to the EPA for inclusion in the
National Emissions Inventory (NEI).
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3. A rea Sources

Stationary sources that do not meet the reporting requirements for point sources are classified as
arca sources. Area sources are small-scale industrial, commercial, and residential sources that
use materials or perform processes that generate emissions. Area sources can be characterized by
the mechanism in which emissions are released into the atmosphe : evaporative or combustion.
Evaporative emission sources include the following: oil and gas production facilities, printing
processes, industrial coating and degreasing operations, gasoline service station underground tank
filling, and vehicle refueling operations. Combustion sources include the following small
facilities with less than 100 tons per year of emissions: oil angpg  roduction facilities, stationary
source fossil fuel combustion asr idences and businesses, outdoor burning, structural fires, and
wildfires.

Arkansas accepts EPA emission estimates for the Area Sources category.

4. On-_Road Mobile Sources

On-road mobile sources consist of passenger cars, passenger trucks, motorcycles, buses, heavy-
duty trucks, and other motor vehicles traveling on public roadways. Combustion-related
emissions are estimated for vehicle engine exhaust, and evaporative hydrocarbon emissions are

estimated for the fuel tank and other non-tailpipe sources from the vehicle. To calculate
pollution from on-road mobile sources, emission rates are estimated as a function ofc unty,
vehicle type, roadway type, hour, and operating speed. These rates are then matched with
appropriate activity from transportation data sources such as vehicle miles traveled (VMT),
number of vehicles parked, houps s ent in extended idle mode, etc.

Arkansas accepts EPA emission estimates for sources in the On-Road Mobile category.

5. Nonroad Mobi le Sources

Nonroad mobile sources include vehicles, engines, and equipment used for construction,
agriculture, transportation, recreation, and many other purposes. Nonroad vehicles are also
referred to as off-road or off-highway vehicles and do nobmmally  operate on roads or
highways. This broad category is composed of a diverse collection of machines, many of which

are powered by diesel engines. Examples of nonroad mobile sources include, but are not limited
to: agricultural pqui ment, commercial and industrial equipment, construction and mining
equipment, lawn and garden equipment, aircraft, locomotives, and commercial marine vessels.

Arkansas accepts EPA emission estimates for sources in the Nonroad Mobile category.

6. E_missions Data

Table 5.1 shows the consolidated 2002, 2005, 2008, and 2011 NEI emissions data as well as the
2018 projected inventory from the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. Please note that the
Emissions Data for 2011 was obtained from the 2011 NEI version 1.

45

ED_001237_00140423-00049



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Table 5.1. Consolidated 2002, 2005, 2008, and 2011 NEI Emissions Data as well as the 2018
Projected Inventory from the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP

NO, SO,

Agri/Bio 19.752 | 19.060 | 16,412

Area 20,596 31,184 6.848 | 30,173 | 1474 27,232 41,81 1 477 2,005 159
Fires 405 405 | 11347 | 14,640 | 2.443 | 1,071 819 4741 | 7571 | 1.581
Fugitive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dust

mﬁ’;‘d 64,942 | 64,942 | 46,685 | 43367 | 34305 | 5540 | 5.540 814 320 211
Sﬁ)‘éﬁi‘i 83,722 | 83,722 | 88416 | 82.448 | 33.640 | 3,078 | 3.078 819 357 443
g‘g{‘; 42220 | 35.431 | 37911 | 38,606 | 10882 | 70,759 | 66,352 | 73.292 | 73.629 | 39,194
Point

Non- 27.602 | 23.803 | 36,775 | 32.443 | 10,556 | 19,027 | 9.107 | 13.970 | 11241 | 7.471
EGU

Road

Dt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL | 239,487 | 239.487 | 247,734 | 260,737 | 97.552 | 126,707 | 126,707 | 94.113 | 95.123 | 49.059
Category [ 3002 | 2005 | 2008 | 2011 2018 2002 | 2005 | 2008 | 2011 2018
Agri/Bio | 4,743 | 4,743 | 28964 | 27,134 31,657 | 31.657 | 144.820 | 135.672

Area 7216 | 66,389 | 6.767 | 8.027 3,215 8.875 | 78279 | 10324 | 10910 2,858
Fires 18350 | 13,718 | 51,905 | 72.256 | 24.663 | 19320 | 13.848 | 59.941 | 86432 | 16,596
FD‘;gS?We 237 237 1979 | 1518 940 1717 | 1717 | 19,792 | 15,184 | 5.480
Nonroad | 1us | 1 oa3 | 3139 | 2953 | 3387 | 4367 | 1165 | 3416 | 3134 | 3.678
Mobile

Onroad | 1o | 1386 | 2818 | 2.885 049 | 2202 | 1988 | 3.647 | 3,707 949
Mobile

Point

EGU 2124 | 1,797 | 1332 | 1.001 74 2512 | 2,058 | 2,195 | 2643 | 218
Point

Non- 9220 | 4191 | 6244 | 5505 | 347 | 13,598 | 6313 | 8657 | 7592 | 86l
EGU

gfgf 14.858 | 14.858 | 21,681 | 22.822 | 10302 | 159,124 | 159,124 | 190,421 | 202,253 | 52,722
TOTAL | 62,505 | 108,362 | 124.829 | 144.191 | 43.877 | 243,372 | 296,149 | 443213 | 467,527 | 83.362

46

ED_001237_00140423-00050



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

yOC NH,
Cansoey
Agrl/Blo 1,124,476 | 1,303,104 111,187 111,187 120,201 117,710 45,179
Area 76,164 233,647 74,620 79,601 59,313 7,384 18,498 413 426 155
Fires 25,581 11,838 125,592 182,379 99,829 1,082 128 8,410 12,271 3,161
Fugitive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dust
Nonrpad 37,258 1,657 33,830 30,634 31,475 42 19 35 37 49
Mobile
On-rpad 56,465 46,267 40,952 25,871 19,924 3,001 3,254 1,464 1,236 3,412
Mobile
Point 527 481 529 551 119 346 281 312 324 4
EGU
Point
Non- 32,037 18,758 27,041 21,839 6,069 1,255 789 875 936 11
EGU
Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dust
TOTAL 228,032 312,648 1,427,040 | 1,643,979 | 216,728 124,297 134,156 131,710 132,940 51,972
Note: The 2018 Point and Area source emissions were broken down by percentages relative to the 2008 NEI data.
Source: EPA EIS

7. Statewide E _missions Data Comparison

In the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, actual 2002 inventory data was used to forecast 2018
emissions. Projected 2018 emission data, the approach used to develop the projections, and the
modeling data were summarized in two chapters of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP:
Chapter 7 Emissions Inventory and Chapter 8 Modeling Assessment.

CENRAP-sponsored regional haze SIP modeling predicted that emissions of both NO, and
PM,, would decrease between 2002 and the projected 2018 inventory. Increases in statewide
emissions were predicted between 2002 and 2018 for both SO, and PM, 5.

Emission changes were seen in the on-road mobile source inventory between 2008 and 2011 as a
result of the transition from EPA’s MOBILE6 model to the Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator
(MOVES) model for estimation of emissions. Increases in on-road mobile source PM;, and
PM, semissions have been doedment ' as part of the new model’s estimation methodology.
The transition to MOVES model estimation methodology also resulted in increased NOx
emissions for on-road mobile sources”. These modeling changes may account for the increased
emission estimates for PM o, PM,; s and NOx as EPA estimates were accepted by Arkansas for
the 2011 NEI. EPA modeling figures for fires accounted for a major portion of the estimated
emission increase for PM,; 5 from 2008 to 2011. EPA figures for fires were also responsible for
much of the estimated emission increase for NOx from 2005 to 2008. EPA estimates (mainly

"U.S. EPA. (2009). “Draft MOVES2009” for Comment: Questions and Answers. April.

> Simon, Heather, et al. (2012). Analysis of US NO, Emissions from Two Mobile Source Emissions Model:
Magnitude, Spatial and Temporal Patterns, and Effects on Photochemical Modeling Outputs, Regional, State and
Local Modeling Workshop Presentation.
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fugitive dust, road dust, agriculture, and fires) accounted for a major portion of the estimated
emission increase for PM, from 2005 to 2011.

The SO, emissions decreased between 2005 and 2011 as a result of phasing in low sulfur [500
parts per million (ppm)] ULSD fuels for nonroad, locomotive, and marine engines beginning

in 2007. These lower sulfur fuel requirements, coupled with advanced emission control
technologies, are expected to deareas missions from these engines between 2007 and 2014.
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Figure 5.1. Comparison of Arkansas’s Actual Emissions for 2002, 2005, 2008, and 2011 with the 2018 CENRAP Projected Emissions
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Emissions from 2002 are compared to 2011 emissionsin Tables 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4.

Table 5.2. Summary of Arkansas Emissions from the 2002 NEI (tons)

Agri/Biogenics 4, 743 31,657 | 111,187

Area 76,164 20,596 7,216 8,875 7,384 27,232
Fires 25,581 405 18,350 | 19,320 1,082 1,071
Fugitive Dust * 0 0 237 1,717 0 0
Nonroad 37,258 | 64,942 4,145 4,367 42 5,540
Mobile

On-road 56,465 | 83,722 1,612 2,202 3,001 3,078
Mobile

Point EGU 527 42220 2,124 2,512 346 70,759
Point Non- 32,037 | 27,602 9,220 13,598 1,255 19,027
EGU

Road Dust * 0 0 14,858 | 159,124 0 0
TOTAL 228,032 | 239,487 | 62,505 | 243,372 | 124,297 | 126,707

? Fugitive dust and road dust emission rates reflect what remains after the application of

transport factors.

" Represents the sum of the 2002 “Area Fire,”

Point Fire,” and “Wildfire” categories.

Table 5.3. Summary of Arkansas Emissions from the 2011 NEI (tons)

Agri/Biogenics | 1,303,104 | 19 060 27, 134 135,672 | 117,710

Area 79.601 | 30,173 | 8,027 | 10,910 | 426 2,005
Fires 182,379 | 14640 | 72256 | 86,432 | 12271 | 7,571
Fugitive Dust * 0 0 1,518 15,184 0 0
Nonroad 30,634 | 43367 | 2,953 | 3,134 37 320
Mobile

On-road 25871 | 82,448 | 2885 | 3,707 | 1236 357
Mobile

Point EGU 551 38,606 1,091 2,643 324 73,629
Point Non- 21,839 | 32443 | 5505 | 7,592 936 11,241
EGU

Road Dust * 0 0 22,822 | 202,253 0 0
TOTAL 1,643,979 | 260,737 | 144,191 | 467,527 | 132,940 | 95,123

* Transport factors were not applied to the 2011 fugitive dust or road dust emissions

50

ED_001237_00140423-00054



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Table 5.4. Changes in Emissions from 2002 to 2011 (tons)

Positive values indicate growth.

(Category | VOC_| NO, [ PV [ PMio | N | 50,

Agri/Biogenics | 1,303,104 | 19, 060 22391 | 104.015 | 6.523

Area 3,437 9577 | 811 | 2,035 | -6,958 -25,227
Fires 156,798 | 14,235 | 53,906 | 67,112 | 11,189 | 6,500
Fugitive Dust 0 0 1281 | 13,467 0 0
Nonroad Mobile | -6,624 | -21,575 | -1,192 | -1,233 5 25.220
On-road Mobile | -30,594 | -1274 | 1273 | 1,505 | -1,765 | -2,721
Point EGU 24 3614 |-1,033| 131 22 2,870
Point Non-EGU | -10,198 | 4841 |-3,715| -6,006 | -319 7,786
Road Dust ° 0 0 7964 | 43,129 0 0
Total Change 1,415947 | 21,250 | 81,686 | 224,155 | 8,643 | -31,584

* Apparent increases in PM 1, and PM, 5 emissions from the fugitive dust and road dust categories
are predominantly, if not wholly attributable to the 2011 emissions not being reduced by transport

factors.

It was also noted that overall efficiency of EGU facilities has been increasing. This conclusion
was based on the observation that the rate of heat input has increased at a higher rate than the

rate of SO, and NOyx emissions. (See Figure 5.2.)
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Figure 5.2. Actual Annual Emissions of SO, and NO, and Heat Input (in 1000 MMBtu) in 2002, 2005, 2008 and 2011 as Reported to

CAMD (Includes All Units Reporting to CAMD), and Projected 2018 Emissions
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As predicted in the CENRAP-sponsored regional haze SIP modeling projections for 2018,
estimated PM, 5 emissions have increased from 2002 to 2011. Estimated emissions of PM;,
and NOy have also increased from 2002 to 2011. The increase in estimated emissions for
both PM;y and NO, may be due to the use of newer modeling methodologies that have been
developed since the 2018 projections were made. The reported PM o emissions from Point
Source EGUs generally increased between 2002 and 2011; however, these emissions are
projected to decrease by 2018. Although overall emissions for both NOy and PM; 5 have
increased from 2002 to 2011, the reported PM; s emissions from Point Source EGUs
generally decreased between 2002 and 2011 while NOy emissions from Point EGU sources
were also lower in 2011 than in 2002. The majority of the NOy, PM ¢ and PM, 5 emission
estimates referenced in Figure 5.1 for Point Source EGUs were obtained from NEI reports,
which included data obtained directly from the reporting facilities. Those emission values
therefore represent the most accurate data available at the time this document was
developed. The remaining NOy, PM5 s, and PM;, emissions that contributed to the overall
increases were the results of EPA modeling. EPA-modeled emissions may have seen
increases resulting from the use of newer modeling methodologies between 2005 and 2011.
There was a decrease in estimated SO, emissions between 2002 and 2011 and this is likely
due to phasing in of low sulfur fuels that may not have been factored into the original 2018

predictions.
8. Summary

As required in 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(4), Arkansas analyzed changes in emissions of pollutants
contributing to visibility impairment from sources within the State. Table 5.4 indicates that
total SO, emissions have decreased since 2002. Although NEI emission figures for NOj,
PMj, and PM; s have shown a general increase from 2002 to 2011, much of the increase for
these pollutants is based on emission modeling/estimates from EPA. These modeled
emissions may have shown increases due to the use of newer modeling methodologies that
were not available when the baseline projections were developed in 2002. It was also
observed, as shown on Table 5.1 and Table 5.4, NOy, PM;, and PM; s are trending down in the
Point EGU category.
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Chapter 6:  Assessment of Changes Impeding Visibility Progress-40 C.F.R. §
51.308(g)(5)

1. Introduction
40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(5) requires: “An assessment of any significant changes in

anthropogenic emissions within or outside the State that have occurred over the past five
vears that have limited or impeded progress in reducing pollutant emissions and

improving visibility.”

To address 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(5), Arkansas is explicitly indicating there were no
significant changes in the anthropogenic emissions of concern that have limited or
impeded progress in reducing pollutant emissions and improving visibility. Further
information on how Arkansas is assessing visibility emissions in both of its Class I areas
can be found in Chapter 4, Assessment of Visibility Conditions, which addresses
Arkansas’s reasonable progress in detail, and Chapter 5, Emissions Inventory Progress,
which provides the general EI development for each of the anthropogenic source
categories.
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Chapter 7:  Assessment of Current Strategy to Meeting Reasonable Progress Goals—40
C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(6)

1. Introduction

40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(6) of the RHR requires: “An assessment of whether the current
implementation plan elements and strategies are sufficient to enable the State, or other States
with mandatory federal Class I areas affected by emissions from the State, to meet all established

reasonable progress goals.”

EPA, as discussed in the Executive Summary, disapproved the RPGs set forth in the 2008
Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. The evaluation set forth in this chapter is based on the RPGs as
established in the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. ADEQ is presently working on revisions
to the SIP to address the portions that EPA disapproved.

ADEQ has assessed the current SIP elements and strategies and determined that, based upon
relevant data (i.e. projected emissions and modeling results), they are sufficient to enable
Arkansas and other states with Class I areas affected by emissions from Arkansas to meet all
established reasonable progress goals.

2. Control Measures in the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP

As stated in the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, the CENRAP modeling showed that
Arkansas’s Class I areas could achieve the 2018 RPGs without additional control measures
beyond those described in the SIP.

The 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP described emission reductions that would produce a 2018
outcome that could show progress toward the goal of natural background conditions and
therefore it was concluded that there was not an immediate need to evaluate additional control
measures beyond BART. This portion of the SIP was disapproved by EPA. Arkansas will
reevaluate the need for additional control measures by performing the four-factor analysis
described in 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(1)(1)(A) and submit its findings as part of the responses to the
disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. During this reevaluation
process, ADEQ will work with EPA.

3. Assessment of Reasonable Progress Goals

The RHR at 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(1) requires states to establish RPGs (in dv) for each Class I
area within the state that provide for reasonable progress towards achieving natural visibility.

In the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP, the Department established RPGs for reduction of
visibility impairment by 2018 to demonstrate consistency with the uniform rate of progress
needed to achieve natural background conditions by 2064 in Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo
Wilderness areas. For Caney Creek Wilderness area, the Department established a RPG of 3.88
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dv reduction in visibility impairment by 2018 for the 20% worst days. A 2018 RPG of 3.75 dv
reduction in visibility impairment on the 20% worst days was established for Upper Buftfalo
Wilderness area. These RPGs should result in visibility improvement that exceeds the uniform
rate of progress needed to achieve natural background conditions by 2064. The Department
also established a goal of no visibility degradation for the 20% best days for Caney Creek and
Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas. Based on the RPGs established by the Department, visibility
at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness areas could achieve background conditions by
2062 and 2063, respectively.

An assessment of visibility improvement progress for the 20% worst days at Caney Creek
Wilderness area is depicted in Figure 7.1. A glide path has been drawn to indicate the uniform
rate of visibility improvement required to reach the goal of natural conditions by 2064. The most
recent data from 2011 and the current five-year rolling average (2007-2011) show that visibility
impairment is decreasing more rapidly than the glide path and the RPG. Based on current data
and without additional controls on sources, Caney Creek Wilderness area is expected to achieve
its 2018 RPG of 3.88 dv of visibility improvement for the 20% worst days.

56

ED_001237_00140423-00060



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Figure 7.1. Reasonable Progress Assessment Caney Creek
Wilderness Area, Arkansas: 20% Worst Days

35
30
%
%
»
Baseline —_— E"'“’gﬁ”m
25 S,
LS
)& N T
A2 *.:_7 L
TR o G/ j
Haze Index 20 R e Fome Ida Path
(Deciviews) easo nabm R
/e Pr, 2 TN
[SX} eI,
5 S GompSmne
Natural TS
9 ......................................................................... Py o,
Conditions -
10
5
[ o o . S B e L T o o e o T T A o T o e e S e S e o o oo
> ® 2 © N x S 5 o o o> ® y &
& N \Y S Y Y v $H > » > & o S o
”/Q n/Q r\P a/Q n/Q WQ ”/Q n/Q r\,Q a,Q n/Q WQ Q n/Q Q N
Year
- Natural Background e wpen w Observation Glide Path oo RPG --#==Rolling Average
Source: VIEWS (http://views.cira.colostate.edu/web/) Prepared by Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist

An assessment of visibility improvement progress for the 20% worst days at Upper Buffalo
Wilderness area is depicted in Figure 7.2. A glide path has been drawn to indicate the uniform
rate of visibility improvement required to reach the goal of natural conditions by 2064. The most
recent data from 2011 and the current five-year rolling average show that visibility impairment is
decreasing more rapidly than the glide path and the RPG. Based on current data, and without
additional controls on sources, Upper Buffalo Wilderness area is expected to achieve its 2018
RPG of 3.75 dv of visibility improvement for the 20% worst days.
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Figure 7.2. Reasonable Progress Assessment Upper Buffalo
Wilderness Area, Arkansas 20% Worst Days
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Prepared by Mary Pettyjonn, EpIdemiologist

An assessment of visibility improvement progress for the 20% best days at Caney Creek
Wilderness area is depicted in Figure 7.3. A glide path has been drawn to indicate the uniform

rate of visibility improvement required to reach natural visibility conditions by 2064. Although
the most recent observed data collected in 2011 shows that visibility impairment on the 20% best
days was greater than the baseline, the five-year rolling average shows a reduction in visibility

impairment from the baseline.
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Figure 7.3. Reasonable Progress Assessment Caney Creek

Wilderness Area, Arkansas 20% Best Days
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Figure 7.4 depicts an assessment of visual improvement progress for the 20% best days at Upper

Buffalo Wilderness area. The five-year rolling average and the most recent observed data (2011)
for visual impairment for the 20% best days are below the baseline.
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Figure 7.4. Reasonable Progress Assessment Upper Buffalo

Wilderness Area, Arkansas 20% Best Days
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4. Visibility Improvements at Class I Areas in Other States

Prepared by Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist

As indicated in the above subchapter, Assessment of Regional Progress Goals, Caney Creek and

Upper Buffalo Wilderness arcas show an improvement in visibility for both areas from the
baseline average in the 2005-2009 and 2007-2011 periods. The current five-year average
indicates that as of 2011, Caney Creek Wilderness area has achieved 73% of its visibility
impairment reduction goal of 3.88 dv and Upper Buffalo Wilderness area has achieved 66% of

its visibility impairment reduction goal of 3.75 dv by 2018.

Also indicated in the RPG assessment, the two Class I areas in another state which may be
impacted by facilities in Arkansas (Hercules Glade, MO and Mingo, MO) have demonstrated
visibility improvement for the least and most impaired days between 2000 and 2011 as shown in

Table 7.1 and Table 7.2.
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Table 7.1 demonstrates the change in visibility on the 20% worst days at Hercules Glade and
Mingo Wilderness areas based on observed data collected between 2001 and 2011. Table 7.2
demonstrates the change in visibility on the 20% best days at Hercules Glade and Mingo
Wilderness areas based on observed data collected between 2001 and 2011.

Table 7.1. Visibility at Nearby Class I Areas for the 20% Worst Days

Class I Monitor | Baseline 5- Current 5- | Past 5- Current | Past
Area Year Average | Year Year
2000 — 2004 Average Average Baseline | Baseline
(dv)
Hercules-
Glade, MO
Mingo, MO | MING | 28.40 26.48 27.10 -1.92 -1.30

Table 7.2. Visibility at Nearby Class I Areas for the 20% Best Days

Class 1 Monitor | Baseline 5- Current 5- Current | Past
Area 1D Year Average | Year Year

2000 — 2004 Average Average Baseline | Baseline

(dv) 2007 — 2005 —

2011 (dv) | 2009 (dv)
Hercules- | HEGL 12.82 11.71 12.55 -1.11 -0.27
Glade, MO
Mingo, MO | MING 14.30 13.47 13.90 -0.83 -0.40
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Chapter 8:  Visibility Monitoring Strategy Review — 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(7)

1. Introduction
40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(7) requires: “A review of the State’s visibility monitoring strategy and any

modifications to the strategy, as necessary.”

The monitoring strategy for regional haze in Arkansas relies upon participation in the
IMPROVE network, which is the primary monitoring network for regional haze nationwide.
The IMPROVE network provides the only long-term record for tracking visibility improvement
or degradation, therefore, Arkansas intends to rely on data collected through the IMPROVE
network to satisfy the regional haze monitoring requirement as specified in 40 C.F.R. §
51.308(d)(4) of the RHR.

EPA’s approval (77 Fed. Reg. 14604) of several core elements of the 2008 Arkansas Regional
Haze SIP included the SIP’s proposed regional haze monitoring strategy.

2. Monitoring at Class I Areas in Arkansas

In Arkansas, IMPROVE sites are located at the 14,460 acre Caney Creek Wilderness area in the
Ouachita National Forest in Polk County, and the 11,801 acre Upper Buffalo Wilderness area in
the Ozark National Forest in Newton County. Upper Buffalo Wilderness area includes the
original Wilderness and the additions to it. It does not include the Buffalo National River. In

addition to the IMPROVE monitor, the Upper Buffalo Wilderness area monitor site also includes
a nephelometer and a meteorological monitor. The applicable FLM for these areas is the Forest
Service under the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA).

The IMPROVE measurements are critical to Arkansas’s regional haze monitoring strategy, and it
1s difficult to visualize how the objectives listed above could be met without the monitoring and
sample analysis provided by IMPROVE. Any reduction in the scope of the IMPROVE network
in Arkansas would jeopardize the State’s ability to demonstrate reasonable progress toward
visibility improvement in its Class I areas. In the event of such reduction affecting Arkansas’s
ability to track regional haze impacts in Class I areas, Arkansas, in consultation with EPA and
relevant FLM, will develop an alternative approach for meeting the tracking goal (e.g., relying
on nearby urban monitoring sites or seeking contingency funding for limited monitoring).

Additionally, Upper Buffalo Wilderness area’s visibility is monitored by a webcam serviced by
the U.S. Forest Service. Real-time images can be viewed at http://www.fsvisimages.com.
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3. Reporting Visibility Monitoring Data to EPA

Arkansas is committed to meeting the requirements under 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(4)(iv), and
reports to EPA visibility data for each of the Arkansas Class I areas annually. For the Five-Year
Regional Haze Progress Report, Arkansas has evaluated its monitoring network and found

there have not been any changes from the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP network.

Table 8.1. Arkansas Class I Areas Identification and Operational Dates

Elevation
Monitor . . Mean Sea Dates of
Class I Area D State Latitude | Longitude Level Operation
(msl)
- 6/22/2000
Caney Creck CACR1 AR 34.4544 94.1429 683.00 /22/

Wilderness to present
Upper Buffalo UPBUI AR 35.8258 93.203 72275 12/18/1991
Wilderness to present

The filter samples from the IMPROVE monitors are sent for analysis to the Crocker Nuclear
Laboratory of the University of California in Davis and the data is posted to the IMPROVE
website at http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve and the Visibility Information Exchange

Websystem (VIEWS) website at http://views.cira.colostate.edu/web/ .

Data produced by the IMPROVE monitoring network will be used nearly continuously for

preparing the five-year progress reports and the 10-year SIP revisions, each of which relies on
analysis of the preceding five years of data. Consequently, the monitoring data from the
IMPROVE sites needs to be readily accessible and to be kept up- to-date.

See Chapter 5 for monitoring data and assessment of changes impending visibility progress from
2000 to the latest quality assured IMPROVE data.
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Chapter 9:  Determination of Adequacy—40 C.F.R. § 51.308(h): Recommendations for
Five-Year Progress Report

1. Introduction

40 C.F.R. § 51.308(h) or the RHR requires, “...Af the same time the State is required to submit
any 5-year progress report to EPA in accordance with paragraph (g) of this section, the State
must also take one of the following actions based upon the information presented in the progress
report:

(1) ...provide to the Administrator a negative declaration that further revision of the
existing implementation plan is not needed at this time;

(2) If the State determines that the implementation plan is or may be inadequate to ensure
reasonable progress ...the State must provide notification to the Administrator and to the
other States which participated in the regional planning process...must also collaborate
with the other States through the regional planning process for the purpose of developing
additional strategies to address the plan’s deficiencies;

(3) Where...the implementation plan is or may be inadequate ...due to emissions from
sources in another country, the State shall provide notification, along with available
information, to the Administrator, or

(4) Where the State determines that the implementation plan is or may be inadequate fo
ensure reasonable progress due to emissions from sources within the State, the State
shall revise its implementation plan to address the plan’s deficiencies within one year.”

2. Negative Declaration
Based on the options above and the evidence presented herein, ADEQ is providing a negative
declaration to the EPA Administrator, specifying that no additional controls are necessary

during this first five-year progress report period. ADEQ is committed to correcting the portions
of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP that EPA disapproved.

In keeping with the EPA’s recommendations related to consultation, ADEQ enlisted the support
of appropriate state, local and tribal air pollution agencies, as well as the corresponding FLMs
to formulate this report. As part of this commitment, the Department made an advanced, draft
copy of this report available to the aforementioned agencies and sought their input. Comments
received, along with the Department’s responses can be found under Appendix A: Interagency
Consultation. Those comments seen as germane were taken into account in developing this
progress report.
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In addition, the Department also published a Notice of Public Hearing and Comment Period in
the Arkansas Democrat Gazette on January 2, 2015, and provided a 30-day public comment
period. A public hearing, was held on February 2, 2015. A copy of the public notice and
Response to Comments can be found under Appendix D: Evidence Public Notice Was Given,
and under Appendix F: Compilation of Public Comments and Response to Comments.

ADEQ remains committed to continued consultation with other relevant states and FLMs for this
SIP revision and/or the implementation of other programs having the potential to contribute to
visibility impairment in much the same fashion as did the pre-hearing meetings, comments, and
responses, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(1)(3) and included under Appendix A: Interagency
Consultation.
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Chapter 10: Consultation with Federal Land Managers-40 C.F.R. § 51.308(1)(2)-(3)

1. Introduction

The state must provide the FLM with an opportunity for consultation, in person and at least 60
days prior to holding any public hearing on an implementation plan (or plan revision) for
regional haze required by this subpart. This consultation must include the opportunity for the
affected Federal Land Managers to discuss their:

(i) Assessment of impairment of visibility in any mandatory Class I Federal area; and
(ii) Recommendations on the development of the reasonable progress goal and on the
development and implementation of strategies to address visibility impairment.

In developing any implementation plan (or plan revision), the state must include a description of
how it addressed any comments provided by the FLM.

2. Consultations

CenSARA arranged conference calls, which took place on February 27, 2012, April 30, 2013,
July 30, 2013, August 13, 2013, and September 12, 2013, for the central states with the FLM
who would be reviewing the five-year regional haze SIPs. The FLM offered suggestions on the
content of the five-year SIP revisions as no further guidance had been provided by the EPA since
the 1999 RHR at the time of this document development. The FLM representative suggested
that states focus on the data in the 2011 Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual
Environments (IMPROVE) report, which analyzed the Class I area network data for five years,
charted trends for each Class I area, and presented national trends. On April 12, 2013, the EPA
released a guidance document to assist states in addressing the requirements for a five-year
regional haze SIP revision, titled General Principles for the 5-Year Regional Haze Progress
Reports for the Initial Regional Haze State Implementation Plans (Intended to Assist States and
EPA Regional Offices in Development and Review of the Progress Reports).

The RHR requires that this SIP revision be reviewed by the appropriate FLMs and EPA before
the SIP goes to public comment. The rule requires that FLMs be given 60 days to comment on
Arkansas’s SIP and that these comments be available to the public during the public comment
period. As with the previous Regional Haze SIP revision, after the State receives comments
from the federal agencies, ADEQ and FLMs and/or the EPA may confer on the federal
comments for intent, clarification, or other reasons.

To enhance interstate consultation efforts, ADEQ submitted a draft SIP to the State of Missouri
concurrently with the FLM review period. ADEQ has been and continues to be available for
consultation concerning the Class I areas located in Arkansas.
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3. FLM Comment Period

The FLM comment period opened on April 25, 2014, and closed on June 24, 2014, but it was
extended until June 27, 2014, per FLM request. Comments were submitted to Tony Davis at the
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality, 5301 Northshore Dr., North Little Rock, AR
72118-5317.
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Appendix A: Interagency Consultation

This 1s where Appendix A information will be inserted.
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A R K A N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21, 2014

Guy Donaldson

U.S. EPA Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Mailcode: 6PD-L

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP and we would appreciate
your review. For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic
copy are enclosed.

We also would like to inform you, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult
with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for Class I areas where visibility may be
impacted by Arkansas sources, and we have submitted to them also a copy of this draft SIP for
their revision. We expect to receive their formal comments by June 24, 2014, prior to ADEQ
holding a public hearing to solicit public comments.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mark McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at
mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682.0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeg.stale.ar.us
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ADEQ

A R K A N & A 8
Department of Environmantal Quality

April 21,2014

Ms. Wendy Vit

Air Quality Planning Section

Air Pollution Control Program

Missouri Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

DearMs. Vit

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP.

We also would like to inform you, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult
with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for Class [ areas where visibility may be
impacted by Arkansas sources, and we have submitted to them also a copy of this draft SIP for
their review. We requested their formal comments to be submitted by June 24, 2014, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments.

In order to enhance interstate consultation, we are submitting this draft SIP for your information.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed. We would appreciate if you could send us any comments by June 24, 2014,

Should you have any questions, please contact Mark McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at
mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 MORTHSHORE DRIVE / MORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-582:0744 / FAY. 501-682.0880
www.adeg.slole.onus
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AR K A N S8 A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21, 2014

Tim Allen, Meteorologist / Modeler
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Wildlife Refuge System
Branch of Air Quality

7333 W Jefferson Ave., Suite 375
Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Allen:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

7
Mike Bates
Air Division Chief
Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682.0880
viww.adeq.slate.arus
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ADEQ

A R K A N 8 A 8
Department of Envirohmental Quality

April 21, 2014

Norm Wagoner, Forest Supervisor

U.S. Forest Service

Quachita: Caney Creek Wilderness Area
P.O. Box 1270

Hot Springs, AR 71902

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Wagoner;

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone orwritten communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Adr Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKAMSEAS DEPARTMENT OF EMYIRONMENTAL QUALITY

53071 MORTHSHORE DRIVE 7 NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118.5317 / TELEPHOME 501-682.0744 / FAX 501-682.0880
wrw.adeg.slate.anus
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April 21,2014

Reggie Blackwell, Acting Forest Supervisor

1.8, Forest Service

Ozark/St. Francis: Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area
605 West Main Street

Russellville, AR 72801

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Blackwell:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter, However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period,
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Alr Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKAMBAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMEMTAL GILUALITY
5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / MORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118:5317 / TELEPHOME 501-682-0744 7 FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.stule onus
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ADEQ

AR K A N 8- A 8
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Reggie Blackwell, Acting Forest Supervisor

U.S. Forest Service

Ozark/St. Francis: Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area
605 West Main Street

Russellville, AR 72801

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr, Blackwell:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class [ areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
MeCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

bk Bt

Mike Bates
Adr Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKAMEAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY

5301 NORTHEHORE DRIVE / MORTH LITTLE ROCK £ ARKAMBAS 721185817 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682.0880
v e, stoleonus
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April 21,2014

Bill Nightingale

LS. Forest Service

Mark Twain Forest: Hercules Glade Wilderness Area
401 Fairgrounds Road

Rolla, MO 65401

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Nightingale:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. §51.308(1), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter, However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Adr Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKAMBAS DEPARTMENT OF EMVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
5307 NORTHSMORE DRIVE / MORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONME 501-682:0744 / FAX 5016820880
wyew,aden.slateanus
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A R K AN S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Pat Brewer

Regulatory, Policy, Smoke Management
NPS Air Resources Division

P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Brewer:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMSs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Air Resources Division
PO, Box 25287
Denver, CO 802250287

TRANSMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL - NO HARDCOPY TO FOLLOW
N3615(2350)

June 23,2014

Mike Bates

Air Division Chief

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118-5317

Dear My, Bates:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Arkansas’s draft State Implementation
Plan Review for the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report. While the draft report
demonstrates that visibility is improving at Class I areas in Arkansas and Missouri, there is no
demonstration that Arkansas is implementing all the reasonable control measures necessary to
meet the 2018 reasonable progress goals for Class I areas in Arkansas and neighboring states. In
March 2012, EPA disapproved portions of Arkansas’ 2008 Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan (SIP) that addressed Best Available Retrofit Technology, the long term strategy, and
reasonable progress goals. Arkansas has not revised the 2008 Regional Haze SIP to resolve the
deficiencies identified by EPA. For reasons outlined below, we do not agree with Arkansas’
conclusion that the requirements of 40 CFR 51.308(g) have been met, nor can we support
Arkansas’ determination that no further actions are required.

Our specific comments follow:

Chapter 2.1: The description of pollutant contributions to haze on the 20% worst days at
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness Areas (WAs) is good. Figures 2.1 and 2.2
demonstrate that sulfate is the largest contributor to haze of the 20% worst days. Figure
2.3 demonstrates that Electric Generating Units (EGU) and non-EGU point sources are
the largest contributors to sulfur dioxide (SO,) emissions in Arkansas. Therefore we
would expect Arkansas to concentrate on reducing point source SO; emissions in the
long-term strategy.
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Chapter 3.1: Table 3.1 indicates that annual emissions of SO, from EGU in Arkansas
actually increased between 2002 and 2011, while nitrogen oxide (NO,) emissions
decreased slightly. No information is presented about expected emissions reductions from
existing EGU between 2011 and 2018 to support the 2018 emissions projections in Table
5.1. The information presented does not demonstrate reasonable progress in reducing
point source emissions. Please identify any source specific controls planned and CAIR or
CSAPR caps that have yet to be met that would require controls on these sources.

Chapter 5: There is a typo in sentence on top of page 50: Tables 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 compare
2002 and 2011 emissions, not 2018 emissions. We recognize that emissions from area,
non-road, and on-road sectors are calculated by EPA. Our concerns focus on point EGU
and non-EGU facilities that are directly permitted by Arkansas and the lack of
information supporting 2018 emissions projections.

Chapter 7: In 2012 EPA disapproved Arkansas’s BART determinations and reasonable
progress goals for 2018. Arkansas has not yet corrected the deficiencies in the 2008 SIP.
Arkansas’ draft 5-year progress report addresses goals that have been disapproved.

Arkansas commits on page 50 to work with EPA as it performs the required 4-factor
analyses. We ask that Arkansas also consult with the affected Federal Land Managers.

Arkansas has not demonstrated that it is reducing emissions contributing to visibility
impairment at Class [ areas in neighboring states. Section 7.4 does not explain why
Hercules Glade and Mingo WAs in Missouri were the only Class [ areas reviewed.
Arkansas should cite the CENRAP source apportionment analyses that show the
contribution of Arkansas point, area, and mobile sources at neighboring Class [ areas,
compared to sources in other states,

For the reasons above, we disagree with Arkansas’ conclusion that no additional actions are
needed as part of this five year review. We encourage Arkansas to complete revisions to the
2008 Regional Haze SIP before requesting EPA approval of the 5-year regional haze progress
report.  If you have questions about our comments, please contact Pat Brewer of my staff at
(303) 969-2153.

Sincerely,

Susan Johnson,
Chief, Policy, Planning, and Permit Review Branch
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{UUSDA  United States Farest Gunchita Natfonat Forest Qzark-St. Francis

et Department of Service P.0. Box 1270 Nntionaf Forests

HEEEE Agriculiure Hot Springs, AR 71962 605 West Main

5011-321-5202 Rusgellvitle, AR 72801
+479-2G64-7200

file Cade: 2580
Date: tune 23,2014

Teresa Marks

Direclor

Arkansas Department of Eavironmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock. AR 72118-3317

Dear Ms. Marks:

The U1.S. Forest Service (FS) appreciates the opportunily to review aud comnent on the State
Implementation Plen Review for the Five-Yeur Regional Haze Progress Repart prepared by the
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quatity (ADEQ).

We are providing these comments o ADEQ. and ask that they be placed in the official public
record, We laok forward to your response as per scction 40 CFR §51.308 (i)(3) st are willing o
wark with ADEQ stafT townrds addressing any of the issues discussed in this letter.

Again, we apprecistc the oppottunity to work clasely with ADEQ to improve Arkansas’s air
quality and visibility. We thank you for the good working retations we have with you in our
preseribed burning program.

if vou have any questions, nced claritication. or would like to discuss our comments, please feel
free 1o contact Judy Logan at 301-321-3341. You may ulso contact Mr. Blackwell or Mr, Wagoner
at the numbers listed above,

Sincerely,

i 15T Ey prrre

NORMAN L, WAGHNER S “EEGGIE L. BLACKWELL
Forest Supervisor Forest Supervisar

\

Eunclosure

ce: Mark McCorkle, Guy Donaldson, Joe Kordzi, Mike Bates
Meredith Bond
3133 W, Jefferson Ave.. Suite 375
Lakewnod, CO 80235
Meredith_Bond@fws.gov

v
“i1*s Coo} to be Safe® Fronod on Reeytion fagse ‘;
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FS Comments r&émdiug ADEQ’'s Proposed Reglonal Haze Implementation Plan
Revigion of June 23, 2014

The Forest Service (F8) appreciated the opportunity 1o comment on the proposed Reglonal Haze
plan revision.

Arkansas Department of Enviconmental Quality (ADEQ) submitted a Regional Haze (RH) plan
to the Environmental Profection Agency (EPA) on Septembier 23, 2008, On March 12,2012,
EPA took action and partially approved and partially disapproved the Ackansas Reglonal Haze
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The FS submitted comments on June 6, 2008. We had several
areas of copcern in 2008 that we again bring foiward, Specifically, we are still conoemed how
Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) decisions are being handled as well as the treatment
of Reasonable Progress and Long Term Strategy. Ag you know, the inclusion of the complisnce
provision that would fequire Arkansas subject-to-BART sources to install and operate BART no
later than six years after the effective date of the Stne's copulation was not approved by EPA and
should be enforced as written in the Clean Air Act under Sec. 169A (g)(4).!

We would like to request that ADED summarize, on a facility-by-facility basis, levels of controls
considered, final control selecied, and information on how the “five factors™ were:considerad in
making ity decigions. Detuiled fnformation can be placed in an Appendix, but BART
information subniitead by the ownier or operator of & poflutant source i3 not & substitute for the
State dicislon proveses,

We request that ADBQ look at our previous comments on the Draft ST dated June 6, 2008 as
souné of these are gl pertinent,

The original Reasonable Propress discuésion ln the Draft SIP bad several content deficiencies.
It does not appedr that ADEQ has made the needed correction. The SIP or the 8IP review for the
S-year Regional Haze Progress Repont (5-year review) does not identify any procedure to
’ address single souroes, ar combinations of sources, that are predicted to continue to significantly
¢ impact visibility conditions in the future after implomenting BART, CBAPR, (Cross Btate Air
: Pollution Rule) and uny other on-the-books and on-the-way programs, Although the State
congcludes that additianal eantsols are not necsssary, we feel the following areas need further
gonaldoration: o : ‘
» . Summerize ovolfer clarity on what conteols the Central Regiotial At Planming
Asgociation (CENRAP*y Regional Flanning Organization (RPO) utilized within Arkans;
e thoirmndySex(SeE COTITEnt I6ter dated Jome G, 2008, Page 7, 117).

ol

! #Spr, 1694 (g)(4) the term “as expeditiously s practicabile’” micans as expeditiously as pragticable but in nd
svent Inter than Siveyesrs ofter the date of spprovel of 8 plan revision tader this seetlon-{or the date of provnulgmion
of suoh u plan vevision b the cmse of ection By the Adminfairstor teder section {10(c) for purposes of this sectiond”

% Cantrnh Repional Alr Planning Associstion CENRAP s an.organization of stoles, tribes, Tederal dgedcies and othier
interested partieg thar Wentifles veglonal hure snd visibitity Isaus and dévolope strategios to address theom, CENRAP
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s A discussion of why model perforraance evaluation for the base year indicated significant
under predictions of visibility impacts from sulfate at the two Class T areas Jocated within
Arkansas (Bee comment Jetter dated June 6, 2008, page 3, #7), and ,

+ & discussion of the significance of 2002 to 2018 projections of increased point source
sulfur emission within Arkansas, Although the motlsl is vssd in a relative sense, oo
additionsl discussion or claiification §s provided to address how model performance or
model response is adoquately addressing fssues that may aries from impaots from
sulfates, (See comment lecter dated June 6; 2008, page 3, #8). ,

= New Prevention of Significant Deterioration permits (PSDs) that ere ndt vepresented in
the emissions inventory (Le. John 'W. Turk and Plum Point 1) should be considered as
part of the Reasonable Progress Goals (RP@G). Table 2.3 appears to have a number of
RAps img& data, Plense clarify if these sources were considered in the Inventory #
presented, .

¢ The Draft SIP and the 5-year review documen omitted the required four factors analysis
for establishing the Reagonable Progress Qoals. Meeting the nniform vate of progress
glide slope does not elirninate the need to analyze the four statutory factors of Reasonable
Progress. (See comment letier dated June 6, 2008, page 9, #20).

Again, we wish to express our appresiation for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
Regional Haze plan revision, If you have any questions or would like to firther discuss or clacify
our comments please feel free 1o contact Judy Logan (501) 321+5341, Mr. Blackwell (479)-064-
7200, or Mr. Wagoner (501).321-5202, We look forward to continuing to work clossly with yeu
at improving Arkarigag’s valusble alr redources,

is one of the five Reglovial Plaoning Cresniions RPOs across the ULS. and Iaclodes the states and tribal aress of
Nebriiska, Kanvas, Oklihons, Texas, Minsosols, Tows, Missonrd, Arkanses, wnil Lovislans,
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LISDA United States Forest Ouaciits National Forest vt CgarkeSt Francls
Department of Bervice PO Box 1200 ; Nutipnal Forests
Agricultnre Hot Springs, AR 71902 H08 Weat Maln

» 501-331-520% A WAR e

" File Code: 2580-2
BDate: June 5, 2008
Ms. Teresa Marks
Director,
Arkansas Department of Enviroomental Quality
5301 Nosthshore Drive =~ .
North Little Rook,, AR 72118-5317

Dear Mg, Marks:

On Pebruary 25, 2008, the State of Arkansas submitted a draft Regional Heze Rule State
implementation plan (S[P), pursuant to the requirements codifiéd in federal rule at 40 CFR
$1.308(1)(2), desciibing its proposal to Improve alk quality reglonal haze impacts at mandatory
Class ¥ areas across your reglon. We appreciate the bpportunity to work closely with'the State
through the initial evsluation, development, and, now, subsequentrividw-of this plan, Cooperative
efforts such as these ensure that, to , we will contimoe to make progress toward the Clean Alr
Act’s goal of natural vigibllity conditions at all of our most pristine Natjonsl Patisand Wilderhess
mﬁtmwt‘wﬁm‘ o 4y o ae T e

s i N L
i ¢ LR

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1.8, Forest Service, recelVed and hos conducteda’ - -
substantive review of your dreft Regional Haze Rule implementation plan, which youars "~
preparing in fulfillment of your requiremients urider the federal regulations 30 CFR'SLIDEH).
Please note the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) makes the final determination
regarding the document’s ¢utnpleteness and approval. -

As outlined in & letter sent to sach Buate in October, 2006, our review focused ofvelght basie
content areas, The content areas reflect priorities for the Federal Land Matiager agencles, and we
‘have enclosed comments assogiated with these priorities, Note thaf We bave highlighted tomments
in bold face that discuss what we conslder to be major concernis of the profiosed STPthat we-
believe warrant additiona) consultation prior to final adoption of the Arkansas Regional Haze Plan.
The Forest Service alr quality stafts stand ready 1o work with you towards resolution of thesé
issues. 'We Jook forward fo your response, as per section 40 CFR 51,308(1)(3). Bof furthér -
information, please contact Judith Logan at (501) 321-5341, bt N

10 Cool to be Safe” Buidid ot Popdert Pipiy Q
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Again, we dpprsciqte ﬁie"cp’poﬁunity to work closely with #ié State of Arkansas and compliment
you on your hard work and dedication to significant improvemerit in our nation’s air quality values

and visibility,
Sincerely,

MILBURN BREWSTER

#
NORMAN L. WAGONER
Poreat Supervisor

Erxciosure .

Maﬂ:McCorkle L .\"

Envimnmﬂnmf ngtams Mauagcr ‘ ,.,’

ADEQ
SSQI,,bicrﬁxshune Drive -
North Little Rock, AR 721 18-53 l7

Annette Sharp, Executive Dim’ctor,
CENRAP . RN
10005 8: Pennsylvania, Ste. € .
Oklzhoma City, Oklahoma 73159.

Guy Donaldson, Chief

Alr Planting Section. .

U.S. BPA Region 6, 6PD-L
1445.Ross Avenue, Saite 1200 -
Dallas TX 75262-2733.

Ioe l;ordzi .

Adr Planning. Sectwn .

US EPA Region 6, 6FD-L
1445 Rosg Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

RON KLOUZEK

#
JUDITH L. HENRY
Forest Supemsnr

QSRR
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% United States Forest Ounehita Natloual Borest OrarkoBt. Feamels
: Depardngnt of Servine P Box 1200 Matloual Foreats
' Agrieviure Hat Springs, AR 71902 605 West Maln
( ; - 8013218202 , i Hussellvitle, AR 77801
; * 4799647200
i Enclosure Ly,
Forest Service St‘atimimt ﬁ’mmm ‘on Arkmsm‘ Depas: i éu Emimxpmxm le{ry
: (ADEQ) Drafl Regloria) Huge Stite Implemeniitorn Flan (STF )

o i e o
Kl e i s py i 54 b ¢ FE

Overall Comment it N

: The Fovest Service basa sﬁguiﬂmt mm ﬂm Ma mn 9;0%% m the Arkansas’
: Draff Regionnl Baze SIP g‘anm mmw&r yess cop tmta tyasarzw,ftw~ kym
Regional Haze Rule. Tn particular, the State rellés'on nmeémtg e

‘ sufficient sommary dmﬂpﬁons wweqmta:y a&drw the confent aroas meti’ficﬁ by the Act
; or rule, b )

ngﬁz‘”%,f

; Two s ;ﬁn wmmi arces are an mfﬂﬁmt qz;alym, qm»tmiom or mmmxum ta the

: mamtmy tactors identified by the Act and sibiequent rufes., T Thege sire the preseatation of

Best Aviiable Rotroft Technology (BART) decisions made by @; wpsin, A5 well 45, the

‘ treatnient of Reasonihle Progress ‘and Lang Term St , Detailp Mmiom of thege
lsses dre éxplained f iho fecknical colmmenfs thaf ﬁt;?qw

4.,
gy R
Frort Sk onl *

We are conoerned that the apparent fack of sufficient siammary and % i;bk progress or
snilyses of the statutory Tactors msy muke this deafr Wapprmm, orest Service
respectfully requests the! the Sfate of A%k regopsider the px?ﬂ SIP in ity present form
befors release to the public, We ask ¢h sgm reyiei the eight elomeuts identified by the
Forest Service Ietter {October, 2006) zm‘! expgnd ifs dimmm  the ﬁmxﬁmt r@gn'ding
how ADEQ approached, evaluated, and drew conclusions o ﬁm& impamm riile ¢lerents.

The remainiag comments provided bere are or Fanize aﬂmﬂing ﬁmmiaﬁ ﬂiﬂt wz presented

if our October, 2006, letter, Many of tie followin m #lso piovide | towards
building the narrative of the Draft SIP to mmﬁy the dox and mnfmt m ciencies

noted ahaw

Imumwmafwﬂmﬁv MW period.” "W‘mﬁ._' ﬁmm@my
mi IMPROVE aite was. Wﬁgﬁ;ﬁm ’mawazf w@fcbmgﬂwwmufmnmhwin
ﬂwyem&fmmm&dm th titme baseling ws sef. m%&%#@mﬂlﬁm
Rulo fequires three ot five vears for baseline calculations, and thus the Ciney Creek

monitoriog site dogs have, sufficlent years of valid dats to mest the completsness onmien

v W 2. Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the digoisss b Siing and natural yisib mdxﬁma for the
Caney Creek and Upper Bm i 1 aféns. % minoF digmﬁm%?ézwe noted was with

i’ Cool to Be Sate” Fitoad w0 Riscyelon] Papar ﬁ
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the baseline 20% wmt:am Nitrate value in Appgndix’5.2, table 5,24 — it should be 13.78
rather than 13.76.

3, Pigures 10.2 and 10,4 present & “Uniform Rate of Progress for the Twenty Percent Best ‘I)aya”
for both Arkansas Class | areas. Table 10.2 presents the infmmﬁqn i"mm ﬁmax figures.in
tabular for. “THS Regfonis) Haze t%ntmgawgmmiﬁmw worst 2%
days ba réstored to natusal condifions over the 60'year timbtrame; qwév  Ruile r tms
that at & minimum the cleanest 10% days ¢annot be degraded, The ﬂgzxm 10.6 and 10.8
showing the Reasonable Progress Goals for the Best Days, which appear in the following
saction, address the Regional Haze Rule Best-Days goal approptiately, Figittes10.2, 10.4; and
tablp 10,2 should be delated from the nm SIP because they are not pertinent to the 81P, In
‘addition, the actudl dediview Readonable Progrésd Gals for }om ‘Whrst-ahd best-days at each
of the Arkinsas Clays 1 aras m& fo'e g&pfaiﬂy stated i fie STP gamw&‘ m;usfaimn in

mmmpmgs%wmpmmnmmd uss;?:} f 2l e s

4, Geunerally, Regional Planning Drgmimm (RPO) fature projections were: tmw& on applying
relative %m factors gm) to the modeled results, stw rover, the Draft STP does not

mierttion RRFs in conjurction Wit he Huture year visli ﬁ“’?“’f‘?% z&g@w identlfy.

" Wwhighé “Unifoem Rt of Respnable mwmm fh 3;‘ éf?é ip’*z dithe.
ative

DrdfE SYP wers prodiited using cwial fodel.

} ’3
respoiise factor. 1T thsse mzfn wda ﬁﬁa Pﬁc}f LY r&aﬁ%mﬁuﬁﬁpﬂm; pmwdé B
disenssion in the SIP of how t&éy

mw& %’#ﬁmﬁﬂiﬁ&{fd npi‘ ired by a B id.the:
" HE D ssian Yiventhries Methodslogy “ A

indicqtes that the 2018 emissions inventory, will be fmhcsr disenssed in the hext ahapmr
Chapler 8 covers the faodeling agsessments a%mdm%ﬁ? for this SIP awwlq;ﬂnmi‘ with séation
8.4.1 providing a one-paragraph damﬂpﬁnh of th& bas &’t}m‘tﬁt"‘lﬁm bage cuse”

’I‘brcmgixout all of these discussions, there is too much burder placed on the reader (o review
large reparts in the appendioes, with no disoussion, or conclusions provided by ADEQ exoept
for the unsupported numerical dats in the chaptér 7 tables: For instétice, Wwe Wérd unable to
determine whether the “2018 Emissipns Inventory Summary” mmm in ’I‘a}m 7.2 represents
e future base casewithdul add tmmi, mtsﬂm > fitisty itojeation willzing CAIR andor
BART-cohtrols;-or-possiblysdine-ath eitnrio ¥ or-should identifyy
and déscribe thé differen 10es between tﬁwmiaw zxgxx#% ons Scénar

i§ Scéna ' ADEQ employed for
iis Regional Haze m! anklyses and dlécisions, iy p fase/Pattormande, Typical 2002, Base
%018, and aply Altersiate. 21}18, emissions ’i;méihzri haw’ii is nﬁlﬁing cach Soenario.

6. Thm are mam emission disci¥éions startifig with h'sedtion 8.1 feading into section 3.4,
. Model performance should not use typieal base or futyra ion inventory data. Section 8.3
* provides nen-related inforﬁmm on ot?uasimx zie;%"lé,pmm%ng’; ?tfw;r pumom int the tiddle of
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u perfornance diseussion, Nés information s providedto describe the petformance inveritory.
Section 8:4-alse skips from-one topic 1o another, with ﬁimmimmf !izm lﬂ'?mﬂw« tw:cal
mmm,m& mumméﬂwmww%mmgm i : C gt
AR B RS W 2'u»g‘ D e T
e % ﬁmuoa B840 predorits ﬂ:mmm of model: p«fnmmm mimim%%wﬁwmmﬁma i
- aréas, The discudsions forCaney Creek and Upper Buffilo siggest significant underestimation
of impactsdue to sulfur, Tn the range-of 30%-50%. "These data are simply stated, buttheir
inplications and- ADEQ' s conclosions based npon fhe information ate ot enplained. RPO
1inal projestions are penerally based.on relstive responsé factors (RRF) corvestions, Which
allow that, while the mode) may be “off” in absolute lerms, it still responds to Increases or
decreases in impact. There s no mention of RRFs mwmﬁbﬁmmxﬁ&i responss analyses.

8. There is giguificant mwmwwmm ﬁmm projectien of sulfutdioxide-smissions. from the
Electric Qanerating Utility (BGU) sector: As currently-drafled; the SIP projects an overall
ingrease fn S04 ewisaions between the baseline and 2018, despite-intlusion of BART coptroly
one & significant:amount of crirrent.emissions. ‘TheiSIP:should conmit: theState o review and
‘yevise emissiong projections from 2012-t0:2018 ag part of e $-year revidw tequired by the

* regional haze rule, Thik cotmmitment will assure thatthe projected improvemsnts represented
by the reasonable progress goals sét in Section 10 will be achieved. The commitment to
Toviewmust intlude a coatiitment-to seek furlier confrolsor adjuse thé reasouable progress
goals though:a-SIP revision shioll the émissions projections vary substastially from those
profected at thistime. Thosy revidions nay destiltin sddidonal:inypeavénient in viibility if the
current projection of iew pawer geneiatiof tr:Arkansas does not: mmmﬁm; or ;f such
gonerafion dods myizldfﬁw mcppmdmnmm -of new. m&m temiors
450

Section 12 brwﬁymmm o bmd awﬁniﬁmm to mmw mww&mmmf the SIPasa
whole, The Emission Inventory sections should discass the unosstainty andéther point to the
Section 12 commitment as ADEQ"$ plan of action on that front; and;ensure that the statement
provided in Section 12 aﬁaquawly sncompasses the mw dmibw In thix comment.

9

-

Section 8.5 presents a ﬁbﬁm discussion and a2 few figures atm: the“2018 Bm G C1-Control

Strategy” that CENRAP generated - This seenatio mvolvedd examining the'pollution sauroes
“within'the "‘m&mt‘ixxﬂmm’! of thé nearby Class I areas; and dssuming that controle would
be applicdap . cost of §5,000/0n leval-for'all such fagjlitios thyt hadwa ratio.of emissions-to-
distance-from-Class-I-aréa of 5.ar more (tons per year/kilometers). -Resultingreductions to
visibility impaots‘are desbribed-as sighificant, yet nowhere dues the Drafi SIP éxplain whether
Mimnm or mxy mwsm zamm mm&zmzﬁaﬁmlm mmimm ot wm mmm

1 BARCT ety s s T s it N e . s s it O VRS ool o ol s s o e o e mmrathon béneosi
HogoetV, 194t nod Augint T, 1977, wnd whoss operatiore: Sl within wew o2 caaes o 14 spte sty Siisad somss sisuteorhen, U Gk ot 1WRAGHANAY AR I rapind
ot sy BARY bl Yoh winsmons i * ven ot sy i g st i remmonably i mantlapensd Yo i i 400t i iy Seapdeniat of ~haibility iy S gon™
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0, BART, aithough partinily deseribed, does not offer a snfficient susimary of process,
souree identification; impacts, controls associnted with exemption ov-spbsequent
determinations. In Avkansax’s own statement, the Clean Alr Interstate Rale (CAIR) does
not constitute sufTicient confrofs fo be beiter than BART. This statement places an
additional burden-on Arkanans, as compared to o typical CAER State, to develop and
describe a BART provess: that-cleavly identifies; evalustes, sl decides levels of control or
exemption for eligible singlesources. The State appeard{o hayve dondocted much of the
necessary steps. However, the S8IP documént does not adequately desocibethe analyses
and how nmmaﬁws assoclated with- mtmia were cmdmé by mfma.

1. apmmny zegmimg the BART vmmpﬁ«mpmm \m: haw the fmiwmg mmmm

.. On page 46, at the end of section 9.2, Arkansas explaing that, since it's BGU sources
are only required fo participate inozone-season NOx reductions under CAIR, that
‘eeting CAIR requitements doas not satisfy BART for these facilities. We concur
with. this decision. 1 would'behelpful tothe reader if this patispraph wils relocated
earlier in the chapter, prior to BART examption discusslons, to explain why so rany
EGU emission sources are. mudsd in ﬁcm aubmqmt nm’r dnmmimlmmpﬁm
pracess In Arkatisas, - s

b, Seotion 9.2 does riot provide mf’ﬁmm summacy ofAﬂEQ’aM’t mmm:m process
or results; including the reasons why remaining BART sources were natexempt.

6. Section 9.2, says that the State will exempt BARTseligiblt through sourcedby-source -

© evaluation (thatils, in accordanca with option 1-fistediom prge 42) 1Yoty the text that
follows suggests diat 3 cumulative visibility analysis was'performed on the six
remaining subject-to-BART sources. Readors are referred to Appondix 9.2C for

- degeription and methodolagy. Appendix:9:2C doss not inclode information from
. ENVIRON or Alpine, nordoes it offer another oumulative: analysim I isnot cim what
pumam ar appnwim a aumulatm analysis mﬁm mmam By

12 Section 9 4 {mgmh&r with Appendix m:; of the Dratt S‘KF‘ gtmn;a sﬂaeuasieu mlatmg to
post-oontrol visibility improvetient at ten Class 1.areas as 8 result of BART confrols.on several
subject-to-BART facilities. It demonstrates significant impravenrent-which isto be
commended, but also shows that very significant visibility impairment still exlsts after BART
controls are in place. This issué jsto be addressed in the Reasonable Progressportion.of the
Draft SIP, Howewer, some corsidération might be given ag fo-whether somesofithe BART

. sontrol teshnology ¢hosen by the sources specifically to satisfy the BART requiretionits might
preciude possibly more-effeotive technology that conld have been deployed in ant overall more

‘cost-effoctive fnanner us part umm mezs}e f’mmwm The ADBQ might determine

i . at-this time.mipht allow:

the ADEQ to not mi;uun ﬁmm mam!z i‘mm tm patﬂwlar sounce as patt of it's Rmonablu
Progress determination. ‘ oy vl

The attachment to this comment dociment provides source-specific recommendations
regarding contro] technology options thet ADEQ should consider for its six ¥subject-ta-BART
. sources.
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ifically regarding the Draft SI?’ ?mmmm of BART mmammm. we have
ﬁb&iowing pomments: :

o Smﬁm 9.3 is where the Draft sw almld pmvide a ﬁﬁmmm of the Z&Am‘
. determinations forthe Subjest-to BART, sonirvds. - Howevier; the few paragraphs and
« tablespresented are insufficient, ADEQ should summarize; on a feility-by-Tacility
basis, levels of controls considered, final eontrol seleefed, and information on how the
“five factors” were considered in making its declsiops. Detailed information can be
placed in an Appendix, but company submitted BART informatiog ignot4 sebstitute
for State decision progesses,
; b, The information presented in the tables 9.3a through 9.3d is diffioult to follow. Barlier
] in this chapter, the BART-eligible units are identified by mame, with Facility 1D, AFIN,
and Unit 1D yoted (table %.1). sumqumﬂy, the Sublect-lo-BART sovrce subset s
listéd, pgiain by name with Bacllity 1D and Bmission Unit:desoriptions, but 5o AFIN
. ‘numbers (table 9.2).. But, tables 9.3athru 8.3d omit the source names, list the unity
apparettly with the AFIN munber (but in the column titled “Sotroe and Unit”), and
include what appears to be a reference toa State-issued operating permit number that
-presundably. contains the emission fimits provided in those tables. Trwould be: 'my
; helpful for the tebles throvglwutthis chapter to-be consistent in e/ of .
! <+ referéncing the specific BAR Tunite. We suggest that the tablés do- nwhﬁet%m mum
; namies o help those uafamiliar with the syntax of the air pollution sewrce T listings
and ADB(Q's permit number assignments,
o, Tables8.Jathmd 3d agpear g&hw& BOME SrFHY, md/ar iﬂihrmaﬂm ﬂmt may nmd
mwmmﬂﬂw*“ 3 ol Vel ﬁ"{‘t PeiE TR A
. @ - Table9:3a, Sttt dith mwMWWKWé ﬁmtmsmmm mmim ghould be
“30-0001 t;’ for the Entergy-Lake Cathierine Micility, ifsieat 0£130:00110.” The
tatter does not appear on the BART-eligible list of Table 9.1.. But, note that the vmit
- listed-for this entey'in tabli 9.3, “SNW03 b does ot mateh ity BART-eligible
,, . undt for the Bntetgy-Lake Catherine facifity, pec vable M‘ Mrm mmh ﬂmmit
: : description for this facility intable 62, -~ -
© o e We donot underitand the inforniation presentedit thm m&rm mmw ﬂw foltowing
columns: “Besejine Peak 24-honr Emlsgions ()" “BART Level of Control %,"”
and “Future Péak 24-hour Brission Rats tib/he). ** The firet seveal sutries in tible
* 934, the caloulatioh of Future Peak 24-hour Bmission Rute 1§ cansistont with
+“applying'the listed BART Level of Coritral-tofhe Baseline Péak:24-bour Emissions
values, Buf, the Hstings fof three unity with *0%" control ars coliflisings Fhe
foatnate indicatés that the BART Level of Control is “only Yisted If faclifty is
: - adding conirolidr faking Timite tidt Wit reduee miw!dn e BART! reguirements.
o + Facillties Which are wot addingfooriteals of Using COREROIS WHICh a6 dlready
: o v ingtilled have o 0% BAR Y sontol efficienoy " Yet;one bf these throe inits shows
that, after applyjng-a 0% BART cbintrol devel, jtssemission will-4till bie fetluced by
! nearly half, Tn addition, there are two entries that state the BART Level of Control
will be “upto 95%," but that adly Galculite-a Futiire Peuk 24-hotst Buiission Rate
; : repiesésitihg Approximately 80% cotrol edoh.' Sithilar confusing dats are predented
' - it tables B3b (Bor thie four vl with 69% NOX BART control); dad mrmmm
of tahls 9.3¢. The'slagle fostuote ulldeitabl 9:3n does not adegnately éxplain the

B R
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data that ADEQ intludes in thesertables, The added discugsionof the BART -
determinations that we recommend earlier in this commisnt (sce paragraphia, above)
will help a lot, but ADEQ should ensare thaf the meaning m‘f the dafa in the tables is
clear 1o the reader,
d..: Section 9.4 introduces a thmuy based m(:tm*r n Exmi) as a m;y f&r the State.
to evaluate BART oontral significance. This testior: aumnwiw mt:sdz:}mg ignot a
mmminm far thee 5 factor analysis, '

14, Thie Consultation Plan and assoeinted information that is mciudmd as &pprsmﬁx” 40.2 fo the
Draft SIP contains & general AOI map for the combined Arkansas-Missouri Class 1 areas, and
geveral assorted graphics for each Class Farea ‘of interest: However, the results of these
gtudies, concepts, and-graphios, ato not presetited i the Deaft SIP toxt. They should be integral
to the discussions of atribution of regional haze ¢ausing pollution, identifiontion of reasonable

'ymgww goals* and. émimpmnm mﬁlmg tmn mwgm fcsrﬁm Rugxm}im mm

l’»‘xgum 9.1 and9 ﬁmf ’ﬁw Draft. 3!5‘ mmz ;xmgmpm mpmnimmm ﬁf,'m&msa& BART-
eligible and BART-subject souront withi selation tosthe: Adkansas and- Missouri-Class T areas.

Howevet, instead ﬂfmhtying mx mmﬁmm dwm‘mm 300 kenr- buiﬁ:m“ about

those Class kareag, .1 Cvvyp et ,

T A ’

In contrast, CENRAP conduoted extensive Aﬁ}: makygm m&;:mdum mphlwwmmwmm
for each of the Class 1 areas within and near o the CENRAP region.  However, the Draft SI1P
does not provide any of these graphics for the local Class i areas of concarh, nor does it discuss
any of the work or. mm&m from those analyses. :

-

- 18, Arkamax xﬁ"ﬂmm Wﬁmgn CM of-Siate Clasa Fdreas: Seition 1.2 i&mﬁm Class 1 areay
sffected by visibility impairing emissions originating from the State of Arkansas. Specifically,
twao such Class | areas are locsted within Arkansas (the CaneyCreekand Upper Buffalo
Wilderness Areas, both managed:by the Forest Service); and two ars locgted in Missourd (the

Mingo Wilderness Arsa managed by FWVS, and the Heroules Glades Class L area managed by
the Porest Servioe).  Although this section states that emisyions from Ackansas are likely 1o
cause or contribute to.regional haze in the idehtified outsof-State. sreas, Kittleto no
consideration is gfforded to the Missourl ClassT arens and:Arkanses WWM Itrzpam to
visibility Emmimmmﬂmm, for the. mmamdat af&wmm S

»ﬂwfaﬁ; th&ﬂmﬁ &ﬂ‘ Mk tp mnumppmm Amn;t Mumm CMGI} information

: , S5 T 0T CHBTOIbGoNE Of GTier
States’ mum 16 Arkansas* Class X mmmkb%y fmpairment aswell a3 contributions
of Arkanang! wmwmmwm 1o mwmmwmn 28 amm i sf 5

- The ctwmuw pmvid::d wm mmndax m a afﬂw mﬁ:&m mtuda an Mgmt 17, 2007,
Jener-from ADEQ Air Division Chisf Mike-Bates:ta Oklahoma Department: of Environmental
Quality (QDEQ)Adr Quality DivisionDirestor Eddie Tergjl].« This Jotterqesponds to ODEQ's
initial consultation meeting regarding the Regional Haze planning for its Wichita Mountains

ED_001237_00140423-00093
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Wilderness Arca, Tn this letter, Arkansas disagress with- ODBY's “ussestion that-sources in
Arkansas contribute sigdificantly w.an inability to mhfmammuﬁlnmm [at Wichita
Monntaing].” It s vmolesr whether ODEQ hinswecepted Arkansas’ opintondn this matter: As
an additional note, while the discassion in Section 11.3 of Arkansis” Draft SIP (quoted below
in comment #19) says that viaibility projections for outside-of-Arkansas Class I areas will meet
ar exceed theyniform tate of rogress; this tetted 16 GDEQ indicates thit the projeckions for
Wichita Mountdins “will not meetthe glidepathirapresenting aretum tonaturat conditions by
2064. [o-addition, one of the BART appendicesidentifich the:Sipsey Wilderness Area (Forest
Service managed) in .Mabwm aﬂ‘pmmnalmwiugmpmﬁ ’i:;x that: mm’a emissions,
e AR e fir oy e B dagmsh e e
The State sh&uﬁddx&mm mmmdmﬁ how mlym of imﬂmm‘ iuxpmt became ikmm 10
only the Arkansag and Missouti Clues Lareds, and why the sireas outside Arkansasiteetf did not
apwww e pm bt %mﬁdm&mﬁ when Aﬁ&@ matumd «miw&mmmlﬁ ﬂ:m ita FOUrces.
o FURIE S et Ti T

186, t:imw'&m ﬁmm fmpmm m&r#am n’lm l areas; lmm mmglw the da!amnmimi
within boththe Draft CENRAP T8D and ALEQe Consultstion Rlan(appendices 8.1 and 10,2
1o the Dindt STP, respectivelyypindicata that the'areas ofinfluénce that affecs the Adkansas and
Missouri Class 1 arens extond across several surrounding Stutes;Jnefact; the CENRAP YPSAT”
souree apportionment modeling results for the Upper Buffalo Class 1 area, show that sulfur
emissions from elevated point sources:in [lingis, Missourl; Tndiana, Kentucky, and the
collective states to the ¢ast beyond tapss; arerallimore:significant thag Arkansas’ sulfate
sources in contribution t the 2018 projested-20% worst visibility daye. And;dor the Caney
Creek Wildernoss Area, the impabt of all pollutant émissions.otiginatingin Texus outweighs
Arkanzas* own impacts to visibility apaifment inthe 2018 worst 20% projections;: The Draft
SIP peeds to disouss: the attriibution of Haze-causing pollution and the-resultsof ADEQ's.
sonsuliations with neighboring Stam mgumug achieving Rmm’blb Fmgrm (‘foam at its

- localClase T areas,

17. The Reasonable Progress discussion in.the Diraft SIP Is u major content deficiency. The
SIPdocoment does not {dantlly any procedure thadidress single sources) or. combinations
of sourees, that are predicted to continue to siguilicantly impact visibllity condifions in
the future after implementing BART, CAIR, and any other on-the-books and on-the-way
program ‘Although.the State coneludes that additional confroly sve not mmaty.
Arkansay does not sondmarize.or offer avy devel-of elavity.on'swhat controtsith
Reglonal Plasting Organtzation (RPO) atilkced within Avkmisss.in 1Wanalym ‘Model
svatuation atwhe two Clisy Larens Jotatedwithin Atkansas udieatessignificant ander,

—prediotions of vialbility-impaetswith-regard dusuilates; and-fuils tock ddvemymuy

significance.of 2002 10, 2018 profections bf increased polatsource silfurdmission wmxm

Arkapsas. Although the'tuodel s used In'a relative sonse, nondditional Gisqussion or

slariffoation. is provided to mm kw model n&ﬂfummmwmoﬁaimmmu “

P ey ; !

*mzmwmmmmmm W amwmimomt: ﬁ WW&W‘M
smmpmwmmmwimwmum Tt g sl &ﬁml’
i one of the five Regloas! Plaiiitng Orginizdtions RFOs acost thie U 8. aid G mmmmmm areas of
Webenaka, Bansas, Oklsboma, Texss, Mintsaots, Tows, Missour, Arkensas, snd Loleians.

7
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adequately addressing Issues that may srise frout impucts from sulfates. Weo are also
concerned with the nunitierof new PEDgthatdo not-seem to be represented in the
emisslong Inventory (e, John W. Turkand Plum Poist XI), Ttis going:to beextremely
mm: kig 1mpmssza o mm m mr; while mmgﬁm souveesto t&bmﬁm

C:’EW {a:; Wﬂ u&ﬂw%ﬁ‘ms m’a m%m mukhmt 'Uuited Stutes) ;immwk mtym
to asslst States.in identifylog geographic sreas which may represent the source area'most

- likely:for a Stafe'tp target additional-controls for Reasonnble Progress considerution.
The State. apgears to hsive disregarded theése supporting decdments, andiin spite of: <
inereasing sulfur emisdons, did nol disenss whetlier additional BART (beyond
presamptive levels) for sources subject to BART  or other controls atuon-BART .
pollution sources, may constitute a ressonable control. The SIP doesnot addréss the faw
statutory fictors when making dedislony 1o control-or not:controbadditiondl sonrces.
Annlysis of all control alternativos of patentially significant sources is necessary in order
to fally evaluate rensounbleness.when looking as the frotors: Although it {s:possibile for
ke State to arrive at the smine conclusions 4s presenfed Iy thi draft 8IP; there ig o
evidence that the State had sufficlent information imwmid& m«m ihe rmummm of
m wtmeg:y o whiewtm 2018 milmtmm»

18 xn ﬁmm 10, mmi %mmm Pmmaa Goals” the State does niot specifically declare
reasonable projress goals, indleciview, fotithe year 2018, Table 10.3,0n page 59, speaks to an
amolnt of impravement forthe most Impaleed days from baseline vonditions, The'reasonable
progress goals should be clearly stated as the projectedi2018.average of the 20 peféent most

+impaired-days and asithe 20 peicent loast impaired. deys: Fhese ousibers are-included in
Pigures 10,5 through 10.8 butare notdeclared inthe text. :Please rovise the faxt n Section 10
to clarify ADEQ". choles of tha 2018 mmnﬁbl&wogma goal-and rovise Tablo- 103 to.
mda a column indicating the goals for the least impaired days, as requived by the regional
ule.

19, Section 11,3 is very confusing, it mmm bmk and fmh imwm unpma at Axkam mm
- areas and impacts beyond the State’s borders, and deolarsethat otherwisé unspetified-
_emission reductions will aahw% the RE‘G gwaix WWW both ngphm divigions of
Gimfmw B e

” % i, ] ifp * :, N '
'I‘Iw section opens with a’paragraph mdwaﬁag that ﬂw amcm *ml”l cover Krkansas?
. demonstrating that its SIP includes “al] medsure sgnecessary 1o objainilts faleshase of
‘emission reductions needed 1o mest reasonible progress goals) inothin Glass 1 areas” The
+ next paragraph identifies thio-sategotienof technical mmﬂalmmmmm@m m
congucto-grossidentification-ofiotherstateswith-ernissions-thatinfluanesAs sy

‘areas, says thatithose identified Statos ware included i the- wlmdwﬁaﬁ W md ﬁm

asserts that *CENRAP-modeled visibility-prajestions indicafidhat the emission reductions

planned forthest states aresufficient b sohisve the [ le progross geals]dor all Class 1

sreas located in Arkangas and Miﬁ%ﬂtf}’ Nowhere are the smission reductions further

desctibed or quantified. The next paiagraph indicates that, sincé CENRAP and ADEQ -
analysis show that visibiliey jmﬁtﬁmfﬁt the:Class 1 afeis piltside Arkensas.ard Missouri

“wilk allibe able 10 damamﬁ: ahctfm then mmm @i’pmmss tﬁm m o

&
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implementation of existing and forthconing State and federal emission reduction grograms, ..
The emission redusctions described olsewhere horein aré sufficlont to vonstifute's fmr s&m of
mzmanrmmﬁnm aeeded © et me}win mmmm% maw“ R 1

e

This imhtz balk MW cm}ua'aan af&m Luagm Stmqu wmblm%mmmmwe
Progréss towards visibility fmprovesentboth-for ts Class Yavess and forthese outside of the
State to-which Arkansas source emissions-canicibute, - This disenssion, bothindependently and
In comjmnetion with the-complete Dragt SIP nartative, #ils to provide the render withan
understanding of thie causes of yisibility impairment st either Arkupsits” Class T avesd or those
in nearby States, the confrol stratepics that wers considered and levels of control that ADEQ
decided to require for this SIP, or the anticipated results of those mmmt&

s A T '

20, At the beginning of Section 10 of the Dralt 8IP, ADEQ auﬁmm ﬁm fmx« stammry fmﬁm that
each State must consider in setting its Ressanable Progress Gouls, These factors are intended
ta be applied holistically; apross alt-contributing sources of isitillity: impairing pollutants; to
inform the decision béing made by the State, However, the rhmainder of the chapter never
‘connects back to the four statutory ictors; and dn fact pointste appendix 10.1, “dnabssisof

! Comirol Soravegies and Datermifiation.of Reasonable Profpress Boals# mﬁi@hmn&aetbat

meefing the uniform rate of progress glide slope obvistes any need for analyzing the four'

" statutory factors for Reasonabile Progress. Thus, the Diaft SIP omits thof roqulmi famwmm

analysis for establishing the Mamzmm Progress Goals, gt b b e gt

2}, In Section' 11.4.1.6, the Draft SIPddentifics “source retiroment and replacentent,” saying that:
“retirement and seplacement Witk be managed ivoanformance with extistiog BIP requirenients
: pertaining:to PSD and.New Sounde Review. Souree retirament afid toplacinut willbe
i tracked thirough on-going point source inventories.” Pletise elsbarate on how:the PSD and
NSR permittiog programs will be uiifized bymmgmaﬁmmg Tem m:egy far ‘
mmﬁug Kmmhie Progress:Goals, -

,
L
,

22. The Askansas Bmoke Management Plan (SMP) and the summary discussion in section:114.4.8
of the Draft SIP propesly identify Class I areas s being smoke-sensitive, god the SMP instructs
prescribed burners to apply the appropriste smoke management techiriques to minimize
impacts. Overall, this is one of the best pmmmﬁma of ﬁmmmicwmw Reglenal Haze
considerations that we have seen to.date. A e

it #

23, % mmmmmmmmmmmmm 31? meﬁm Askansas SMF in a

oy Ll il Palne JY»M fiufwi "’h L f&af (e i

please lipicaie
whmim A:kmm ;mms w mﬁw tts SMP as provided for by the 1998 EPA Interim Air
Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fire,

i Regional Consistency

+ 24, Arkansas is situated geographically st the boundary betwéen three multi-state Regional
Planning Organizationg (RPO); CENRAP running along the west of the Mississippi River
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- U8 Farest Seﬁice Commentx Rﬁgarding T
Best Availdble Retrafit Techdology (BART) Deéterthlnations
Arkansas Draft Regional Haze Rule 8tate Tuiplementation Plan -

SR

SR

April 1, 2008

Lt o e A LR A Y R S T Y

—onrs

; This document is af attachtncnt o’ the U. S Porest Scfvic‘ts‘ (PS) comments on the Draﬁ Regloms{
Haze Stk Implementation Plan pregaisd by Arkarsas dndreceived by the FS on Feliraary 25

‘ 2008, If provides soiirde-speeific recommendations regitting the Bcsi Avaﬂable Retroﬁt
i Tacbna)ogy (BART) defennmmom contained mthm that p&&kﬂge

ST

Entergy Services, Ygie. BART Détefinfition for'to'Eake Ciflioting Plant

Table 9.2 of the ADEQ RH SIP shows that the Lake Catherine Plani is a subject-to-BART
soitce, but Tables 9.3 a=d.d6 not ihitis Efifsiion feduitjiis'fiomm thé: 3602 Basetines forthis
sourée, Erther the d&fﬂ. for tht: P}ant shotxld Be mamdbd &a m-’zsbﬁ ’fhl‘ their exc’in&!on Sﬁould ‘be
noted. ' 2

The low 10% pMM*ﬂhllZ&ﬂOﬂ rafc eauseSanycamt&I eqmpmeut a!(nmaﬁvcm magm{yﬁe cést
pet ton or incremental cost per ton; thu§ climingting standard aiterdativés availlibloto other
BART detenningtions. For this reason it is impottant-to hmpese sirict eqnission limitations
commensurate with 10% pjant utifization in the plant’s permit... ., . .

Section 3.1 of the BART detertmination jiropoges that boiler tugting, BOQS and IFGR is NOy
BART for gas firing, The' addition of overﬁre it 10 16 abwe three oontrqls resultsinan annual
cost effectiveness of $1,700 pet ton for NO, conirol anzi & $1.3 miltion ¢osf per deciview, Thigis
not an ynreagonable cost for BART and shogld be cnnp.glcred The value, ofpw this smp ‘would be to
decrease the wsibﬂity impact fmm 0.56 de[cmm to 0 34 dsmvwwg

The Arkaasas Regianal Haze SIP aoksmwledges tbs:; BK’KI‘ u; are, apphcabla B .
requirentients of the Cledn Alr Act and they will be included's gqtuﬂz ¥ permii cgndst{ong It
woig)d be fesirable that systans be mptauedtp aum&ziea&g monitor 4nd wzygcn} and ﬁmfs
forpeak-peiformance-Emissior iimitsrefltoting tho-atave B 0‘“?‘3 @ﬁwp

caminuous basis. Fora discussion of this tapic pleasc refer to EPA’s BART Guxdelmes

Y

* See 40-CER Past 51, Appendtx Y. The U.8. Bnvironmental mecnomAgcucy ﬂmlizzdﬁ's BAKT Gmdeimeam:
June 18, 2005, and piublished te W&ﬂm&ﬁu&!nﬂet&!htﬁki’c&aﬂwm
July 6,2003: Thomlemskingsotion-addéd-Appendix ¥ (o Rart 31, Yiled *Guidelings ibr.BA‘RT Bmm}mmtms
Under the Raglonsl Haze Rule” See Ssotion V.
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‘The costs of alternatives were stated by Entergy, but fhere was no dotumentation or s detailed
break-out of the costs. The basis for equipment cost estimates also should be documented either
with data supplied by an equipteent vendor {Le,, budgetestimates or bids ) or by a refesenced
source (such as the BRAOAQRS Coritrol Cost Masual), iwhere pasdible.” /A digoussion of
amortization of costs:is presented; Jiut the actusl smorfization factors aremot given.

Vi, T X
Eatergy Services, Inc. BART Determination Yor the White Blufl Stesn Rlectric Station

Entesgy propases to Install SO, and NOy contro] equipment that will meet the presumptive
requirements of the EPA's BART Guidelines. The. Atkansag: Mmmmm» SIP peknowledges
that BART requirements are applicpble requirements of the Clean Air Actand they will be
included a3 Title ¥ operating permit cordifions, EmissionJimits suchas BART muyst bo met on
a.continuous basis. Although this provision does not necessatily requirethe ueeof: continnous. -
emissions monitoring (CEMS), it is important that sources employ techniquas thaf ensure
compliance on a continuous basis; The only such reference found in the BART determination
was in Section 3.1 relating to boller tuning, so further discusslon of mesting emission lirits on g
continnous ba::; s should b ingluded, . - For g disopssipn of this tople please pefer 10 EPA's BART,

Guiﬁaiim&
Though prssmptive BART i e or bt MO, i SO i proppssd emission contos,

: Table 5-1 shows that the White BiyfY Station.will still “oause” visibilliy. lmpeirment at the Caney
Creek Class I area. In considering its Long Term Strategy in the Regional Haze SIP for Caney
Creek, the State should hold disenssions at this tinie with the source fo determibe the possible
need. for additional futuge controls, Flitesgy might copsider an aftered mix of vapital
expendifures. far m‘mmumutw} 8t thm ﬁnw em:sg ﬂm ;nformﬂam

Domfsr Industries Xnc, Bm'r m’ﬁmfmm Tor the Aahﬂimn VOl

The costs of the NO control alténatives. of ma NOx (LI«TB) ”qum and m«m Alr (C)I‘A)
i fhir Bolfers #1 ahd #2 dte preseited i Tablé 4-3 mmme {8 it the wverage oost per
‘ ton O£ NO, control i is ‘cost-prohibitive,” Coits i a):v!l‘i:—«z ate dcxtvcd, om fotal eds
Apperidix B, The total costs'froim Apperidix B and the Total Annualized Cost o tﬁﬂm OFA
shown in Table 4-3 seem extessive. For éxample, the total camtaf costs dte not generally
conslstent with those presented in Appendix E of the Nafional Council for, Air and, szam
MMVthﬁ papet ehtitiéd, “NO, Clibtsol in Porest Prducts Industry Boll lers: A
Review of Technologies, Costs ﬁnd g zxmy Experience:™ ‘Alfo, the amortization factirs of 5%

Interest-aitd-10-yizat i are gt ongistets mmmmmmm

! s See BPA'S BART Guidelines, Section TV.D.Stap 4,
§ See BPA's BART Cuidelines, Section V.
® Repost by the National Counioll For A god Strest mmmm mx mrmmmm
Industry Boilers: A Review of Tachnologles, Costs; and lndusiry Bigleslonod”, Spaoial Report Mo, 050, August
m kgm Vi Bameshwar; Ph3, asd Asbok K: zﬁnﬁmmwﬁm mgimx Glmm mimmas Flovids,
i - LTTCRTINGTL 3 IS R
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Coutrol Cost Manual.” Fhestiasis for equipment.cost bstimstes should be doouménted eithét with
data supplied by an equigment vendor (i.o., budget estimates or bim} or-bya referenced source
(such as the EPA OAQPS Control Cost Manual, where possible.” Mm mﬂsﬁa ﬁgurw. may
make LNB and OFA mw%cﬂw BART a!mmtivm

Table 457 mwm tkw,t tim mhdcswn Mxn wi t sﬁﬁ “mm” vizibﬂity impnimm atﬂw Qanw
Creek Class 1 area after implementation of controls. [n considering its Long Term Strategy ia “
the Regional Haze SIP for Caney Creels, the State should:bold dicysdions sithis-time with. -
soutees 1o determine the need for additional future controls, The spurces might consider an
utmw mix.of t:amwi nxzmmzms fm' amismu control at this time given that mfarmatim

|3 o, g -

Arkansas Electrie Cw;matm Cmmm BAR‘I’ I)mmlmﬂm for Baﬂesy and
MeClellan ‘St&ﬁcm
Pages2 mﬁ 5 mw that btmzm w]immwpmt” e mcmkng f‘w thiose: t&mhﬁw sﬁo%ﬁ that M%
: did not cause or contribute to visibility impacts at any Class 1 areas and since-the PM impact was
less than NO,, only $O; BART controls would be consldered, This is not correct. The EPA’s
BART Hﬁiﬁu&nwdwmwu starésvideoummlative; pollalams-Byspolhutant mteling udelysls of*
all BART eligible:sources.” Iauchanianalysia shows it NOK! for'exsitigle; does not avse:or
contribute te:viribility-itpaiempat, youindysconclade tutinont af the BAR Cioligible sources in-
the state are subject fo BART for NO3 However, suchran exetaption lsxotdatived from the:
modeling of a single, or even two sources: Therefors, NOnd BN $hould have imm icm}udm in
the mar cfmmiuaﬂms ﬁ)r ﬁw Buileym Mf:ﬁlﬁum ﬂmﬂwm O
B e Sl e 0
The: ﬂﬂa BART dﬁmmmaﬁm camiudwd f.hat “alo wer%lmr fuel oil* should be ctm’idmd aa
BART. Only-a footriote toe table-indibated that 1% low snlfus fiel ot was weod for mbdeling
the post-control'scesasto. Rirst, the BART dotwrmination should have considérad 1% sulfur ﬁmi
oil along with other ulfra-low solfur fuel oils'in the analysis and then'should have shown the
economic viability of one fuel over the others, This Is especially true slnog:the tble:showinp .
post-control modeling results for the Bailey Plant for 2002 zhamﬂ B days above 0,5 4V visihility
imgaceat Mingo using 1% sulfur fuel oil;- Phisindicates thiat the chogsn BARP fRix'the Bailey-
Plant still ‘contributes” to viaibility. impairment ar Mihgo. Seribus considetation should be given
to & lowerssulfur fuel; ‘Second, simote defindtive dmmn amm r&hmm ﬁwl memtd bammd
and ADEQ: ﬂhmldmnkn xtmmﬁﬁmmwmﬁb RO
g

Qﬂm I&AK‘I‘ aammm mimﬂ' by*‘tha'ifs mmm n’mm Wning dnmmmxm 'tfum

ative @mﬁﬁéﬁmﬁdﬁd} ;mmm mﬁmmﬂt oﬁské:wumw”
okt el
CHELEL T “’9»" N DR %« LI SR

& e j . e Ly ;
oo o wg b T e T I R N I

741, 6. Environmental Protection Agancy, Office of Alr Quality Plasning and smm, 0&(2%‘ mﬁ; Cont
Manual, Fifth Bdition, February 1996, BPA 453/8-96-001.

¥ Ses EPA's BART Ouldellnes, Section IV.D.8tep 4.4.5. S Cahat R0

% See EPA's BART Guidalines, Section TIL.A.3.0ption 3, S et
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The BPA’s BART Gmﬁehrm desctibe.an «'mlym tobe ﬁaﬂawmz when. mbﬂuy of continued
plant operations is as issue," :

Finally, since the }Bailc:y plantis aumﬂy ﬂpmta& at only. 26% nﬁéﬁpwity m& since the use of .
1% sulfur fuel oil results in & continuing “contribution” to visibility impairment at Mingo;
ADEQ shobld place & peiinit-coriditioh-on the facility fo operate with emission Hmitations
reflecting 20% of eapadity.. Of course; If technology with higher emisgions mwk efficlency
can be provided, tkmwc:im pmsm condition can bmmwd .

AEP ﬂmmmmm Elm:tm Power ﬂampmy (&WM’CQ} BAR’;(’ mmwiana for the’ mmt
Creek Power Plant

Atworpage lﬁtm fmm QWCO to thﬁ mkmm mmm cafﬁwimnmmm Qualim dated:
Qctober 26, 2006, is the only iformation we have available regarding the subject Plaut's effort
tomeet BART, The RH 8IP md!mmmdms.éﬁm}ﬁ contain all of the HAB,’E‘WW c%nmm
that ﬁxwmxmi lable tmhirﬁwpaﬂalwviwm, i el 'zl W, :

With: mfamm to Ixmt x eiéwamtiﬁ pmxp&tawmmy m amr fm pamau“im rmw: QM}
but not for the reason oited. For BART purposes it Is mppm:mm a source.to pibdel for-a
single pollutans (¢.g., PM) and if that singlépollutant does not impact aClags. [ utes by mone than
the threshold, t» sliminate emission units:witich emit that olfatant fiott RARY for that :
pollutant. - As discussediin BPA's BART Guidefines, the mumimm(%m% and PM)
from all emission units from the sousce:should be sunimed.! If the potential to emitof pity
single visibility impairing pollutant exceeds 250 tons per year thea that collection of emissions
units is a BART-eligible source, . £ach emigsion unit is then subject to 8 BART reviow for ench
of the vigibility impairing pollutants, Thus, R BART review shoukd bave ocourred forthe
emission units that feed the-elechostatio preeipitatars (ESP): It is acknowledged that on a cost
basis, 4t is likely thatno Wmmi mﬁmmamwmmbbmqaim& mmmmmy i
adjummmmm to' theﬁm .

Item 2 of the bttur is not a!mww whmhw control mqmwnmt in amdy mucxming wtthe

; presumptive limits 6f 0,15 Iba/mmBETL for SO, and 0.23 /mmBTL for NOot whether such:

: equipment I proposed to-be added o minet BART. . The tecord shonld contain. infornatjon that
deseribes the cantrol equipment that is already eriwtllbe installed, along with:the data that
demonstrates how it is deemed to meet BART. 1fBART is met by the ctirrend plant
configaration then Item 3 referring to “pmmmw MWF modzimg; should tot' shww
visibmty.ganpmmmm v « g e,

S STk i b e iy
Trem 3 afﬁw 2;:::«: ma o, h@ly@uwmmmmxa} that-visibility. mpaimmt ntmmim ax One
or move Class 1 aress. Tn considering its Long Term Strategy In the Regional Haze SIP, the Stato
should hold discussions at this time with sources to determine the need for additional fuire
controls. The sources might consider an altered mix of mpm axpmﬁitwe& for mnm control
at this ﬁmc nim) fhat infi‘s ,
) ’ ' : G s

18 Soe BPA S BART Culdellnen, Seetion TV.D.Blsp 4.k :
Y See BPA’s BART Guidelines, Seetion I1LA.3 sod 4.

ek
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
National Wildlife Refuge System
Branch of Air Quality
7333 W, Jefferson Ave., Suite 375
Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/ANRS-NRCP-AQ/

June 27,2014

Mr. Mike Bates, Chief

Air Division

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118-5317

Dear Mr. Bates:

On April 21, 2014, the State of Arkansas provided a draft 5-year progress report for the State’s
Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP). Overall, the draft included several of the
necessary elements and information needed to adequately address regional haze progress.
However, we do not feel that a comprehensive review can be conducted prior to the State
completing the outstanding core elements of the SIP. At this time, we feel that additional
information is necessary prior to concurring with the State’s “negative declaration”. We
welcome further consultation regarding the following concerns:

e Critical core elements of the State’s Regional Haze Rule SIP are not approved and
therefore cannot be evaluated. Elements include the evaluation and determination of Best
Available Retrofit Technology (BART) eligible sources, implementation of additional
control technologies related to BART, and the establishment of Reasonable Progress
Goals for Class I areas within State boundaries.

e  Much of the report indicates emission growth through the year 2011, but then predicts
significant emission reductions by year 2018. 'We are unable to see how the State will
accomplish these significant emission reductions, and the report provides no explanation.

o Given the general rise in Arkansas’ air pollution emissions through 2011 for most
categories, the report does not explain why visibility impacts are improving at the State’s
Class 1 areas.

¢ The report declares that emissions generated within the State of Arkansas are not

significantly impacting Class I areas located in nearby States, but it does not provide
supporting information or explanation to substantiate the claim,

ED_001237_00140423-00101
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Mr. Bates, page 2

This letter acknowledges that the U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
has conducted a review of the submitted draft 5-year progress report for your Regional Haze SIP.
Please note, that only the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) can make a final
determination regarding the document’s completeness and, therefore, ability to receive federal
approval from EPA.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your draft Regional Haze SIP 5-year progress report and
look forward to continuing consultations as you pursue approval of the original SIP and this
subsequent progress report. If you have questions of concerns, please contact Tim Allen at

(303) 914-3802. We appreciate your hard work and dedication to the significant improvement in
our nation’s air quality related values and visibility.

Sincerely, —

(ottitace {Jn

Catherine Collins
Chief, Branch of Air Quality (Acting)

cc (via e-mail):

Mark McCorkle, Environmental Programs Manager, ADEQ

Guy Donaldson, Chief, Air Planning Section, U.S. EPA Region 6
Joe Kordzi, Air Planning Section, US EPA Region 6

Charlie Blair, Regional Refuge Chief, USFWS Midwest Region
Ben Mense, Refuge Manager, Mingo National Wildlife Refuge
Patricia Brewer, Air Resources Division, National Park Service
Judith Logan, R8 Air Resource Specialist, Ouachita National Forest
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Mark McCorkle

Environmental Programs Manager
ADEQ

5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317

Guy Donaldson, Chief

Air Planning Section

U.S. EPA Region 6, 6PD-L.
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas TX 75202-2733

Joe Kordzi

Air Planning Section

US EPA Region 6, 6PD-L
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Charlie Blair, Regional Chief
National Wildlife Refuge System
USFWS Midwest Region

1 Federal Drive

BHW Federal Building

Fort Snelling, MN 55111

Ben Mense

Refuge Manager

Mingo National Wildlife Refuge
24279 State Highway 51
Puxico, Missouri 63960

Patricia Brewer

Air Resources Division
National Park Service
P.O. box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Judith Logan

R8 Air Resource Specialist
QOuachita National Forest
P.O. Box 1270

Hot Springs, AR 71502
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Federal Land Manager Consultation

As required by the federal Regional Haze Rule (40 C.F.R. § 51.308), the Arkansas Department
of Environmental Quality (ADEQ, Department) prepared and submitted for review by regional
Federal Land Managers (FLMs) a draft document titled “State Implementation Plan Review for
the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report.” Comments submitted by the FL.Ms are
addressed here. Copies of the FLMs comment letters are included in this appendix. FLMs
comments were received from:

e United States Department of Agriculture — Forest Service - Ouachita National Forest,
e United States Department of the Interior — Fish and Wildlife Service, and
e United States Department of the Interior — National Park Service.

On September 23, 2008, the ADEQ submitted an initial Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan (SIP) to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). On March 12, 2012, the
Environmental Protection Agency published a Final Rule that partially approved and partially
disapproved the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP (2008 Arkansas RH SIP).

The Regional Haze Rule requires states to “submit a report to the Administrator every five years
evaluating progress towards the reasonable progress goal for each mandatory Class I Federal
area located within the State and in each mandatory Class I Federal area located outside the State
which may be affected by emissions from within the State.” The required elements of this five-
year review, which states must submit five years following the initial Regional Haze SIP
submission, are described at 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g).

The five-year Regional Haze Progress Report (five-year RHPR) also provides an opportunity for
public input on the state and the EPA’s assessment of whether the approved regional haze SIP is
being implemented appropriately and whether reasonable visibility progress is being achieved
consistent with the projected visibility improvement in the SIP. As of July 2014, ADEQ has
been unable to fully respond to the EPA with information sufficient to address those disapproved
elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. The Department has been working with the EPA and
affected sources towards fulfilling EPA’s requirements for an approvable SIP. Therefore, this
required five-year RHPR cannot at this time fully address the goals and implementation
measures that the State of Arkansas originally identified as appropriate, but which are
disapproved by EPA.

All comments submitted by FLMs are addressed herein. However, ADEQ is currently unable to
provide the FLMs with some of the requested information because the comments are either not
relevant to this progress report or ADEQ has been continuing to work on the disapproved
elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP with EPA and affected sources and cannot provide
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further information on this report. In this document, the responses to specific comments that are
affected by the ultimate resolution of the EPAs’ partial disapproval are identified. A response to
these comments would serve no useful regulatory purpose at this time. ADEQ has identified one
Comment from FLMs that addresses portions of the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft that needs

revisions.
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United States Department of Agriculture — Forest Service (FS) - Ouachita National Forest
Comments

Submitted by Norman Wagoner and Reggie Blackwell, Forest Supervisors

Comment 1: FS had several areas of concern in the Arkansas 2008 Regional Haze SIP (2008
Arkansas RH SIP) that they still would like to bring forward, specifically how the BART
decisions are being handled as the treatment of Reasonable Progress and Long Term Strategy.
FS requests ADEQ to summarize, on a facility-by-facility basis, levels of controls considered,
final control selected, and information on how the "five factors" were considered in making its
decisions.

Response: Any concerns that the FS has with regard to the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP, for the
purposes of this five-year RHPR, are moot in view of the previous partial approval / partial
disapproval action issued by EPA on March 12, 2012. The majority of the BART determinations
as well as Reasonable Progress Goals and Long Term Strategy submitted in the 2008 Arkansas
RH SIP were disapproved by EPA. Work with EPA and the affected facilities continue in an
effort to revise the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. Attempting to address
such matters in this five-year RHPR would be premature.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: FS requests ADEQ to look at their previous comments on the draft SIP dated June
6, 2008, as some of those comments are still pertinent. The Reasonable Progress discussion in
the 2008 Arkansas RH draft SIP had several content deficiencies and it does not appear to FS
that ADEQ has made the needed corrections. The five-year RHPR draft does not identify any
procedure to address single sources, or combinations of sources, that are predicted to continue to
significantly impact visibility conditions in the future after implementing BART, CSAPR, and
any other on-the-books and on-the-way programs.

Response: Comments previously submitted with regard to the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP have been
taken into consideration. ADEQ is working closely with EPA to resolve any issues that remain
after the partial approval and partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: FS does not agree with Arkansas’s conclusion that additional controls are not
necessary and points out the following areas that need further consideration:
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a) Clarification on what controls the Central Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP)
Regional Planning Organization (RTO) utilized within Arkansas in their analysis (see
comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.7 #17);

b) A discussion of why model performance evaluation for the base year indicated significant
under predictions of visibility impacts from sulfate at the two Class I areas located within
Arkansas (see FS comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p. 3 #7); and

¢) A discussion of significance of 2002 to 2018 projections of increased point source sulfur
emission within Arkansas. Although the model is used in a relative sense, no additional
discussion or clarification is provided to address how model performance or model
response is adequately addressing issues that may arise from impacts from sulfates (see
comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.3 #8).

Response: These comments are based on the content of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal
and are not relevant to the five-year review.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this comment.

Comment 4: FS states that new Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits that are
not represented in the emissions inventory (i.e. John W. Turk and Plum Point II) should be
considered as part of the Reasonable Progress Goals (RPG). Table 2.3 appears to have a number
of gaps in the data. FS requests clarification if these sources were considered in the inventory
presented.

Response: The RPGs were established in 2008. The CENRAP modeling inventory did not
include emissions from these facilities as they were not permitted at that time. The five-year
review does not require revision to the previously established RPGs. Emissions from the John
W. Turk and Plum Point facilities are included in current inventories and subject to consideration
when establishing any future additional control strategies that might be required to maintain
reasonable progress. To date, the RPGs established and committed to by Arkansas have been
met.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this comment.

Comment 5: FS states that the draft 2008 Arkansas RH SIP and the draft RHPR omitted the
required four-factor analysis for establishing the RPG. Meeting the uniform rate of progress
glide slope does not eliminate the need to analyze the four statutory factors or Reasonable
Progress. (See comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.9 #20.)
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Response: A four-factor analysis is not required for the five-year RHPR. The inadequacy of the
four-factor analysis is an element of the EPA's partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP
and is under consideration by both ADEQ and EPA Region 6.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.
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United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Comments
Submitted by Catherine Collins, Branch of Air Quality

Comment 1: FWS expresses that additional information to the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft
is necessary for them to concur with the State's "negative declaration.”

Response: Ultimate approval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP or supplemental SIP revision, or the
possibility of new requirements in the form of a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP), will result in
more certainty regarding what is considered to be a reasonable rate of progress. The current
negative declaration is supported by evidence that visibility in the affected Class I areas is
improving.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: FWS believes that the critical core elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP are not
approved and therefore cannot be evaluated. Elements include the evaluation and determination
of best available retrofit technology (BART) eligible sources, implementation of additional
control technologies related to BART, and the establishment of Reasonable Progress Goals and a
Long-Term Strategy for Class I areas within the State boundaries.

Response: FWS correctly states that unapproved elements of the SIP cannot be readily
evaluated. Despite the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP, visibility is
improving in the affected Class I areas. As of September 2014, ADEQ is still working with EPA
and affected BART sources for an approvable RH SIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: FWS states that much of the Arkansas five-year RH Progress Report draft
indicates emission growth through the year 2011, but then predicts significant emission
reductions by the year 2018. FWS is unable to see how the State will accomplish emission
reductions as the draft report does not provide an explanation.

Response: The documentation for 2018 emissions is contained in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP.
Expected emission reductions from BART sources have not been achieved to date.
Implementation of BART controls at affected facilities has been delayed by the federal review
that resulted in a partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. BART reductions at least as
stringent as those described in the SIP will be recognized at a future date yet to be determined.
Other federal measures will also result in future emission reductions.
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No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 4: FWS states that, given the general rise of Arkansas's air pollution emissions
through 2011, for most categories, the draft report does not explain why visibility impacts are
improving at the State's Class I areas.

Response: The many possible causes for improvement at affected Class I areas cannot be
readily determined. Emission reductions achieved through other state and federal programs may
account for some of the observed improvement.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 5: FWS points out that the draft report declares that emissions generated within the
State of Arkansas are not significantly impacting Class I areas located nearby states, but it does
not provide supporting information or explanation to substantiate the claim.

Response: ADEQ does not find this declaration within the five-year RHPR. At the top of p.5,
ADEQ describes the EPA determination that “Arkansas did not show that the strategy will
adequately achieve the RPGs set by Arkansas and by other nearby states.”

At this time, all Class I areas identified as affected by Arkansas sources are meeting the RPGs
that were established by the States. Regarding SIP elements and strategies, the report does state
that “based upon relevant data (i.e. projected emissions and modeling results) they are sufficient
to enable Arkansas and other states with Class I areas affected by emissions from Arkansas to
meet all established reasonable progress goals. This appears to be the statement that FWS has
misinterpreted.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.
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United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS) Comments

Submitted by Susan Johnson, Air Resources Division, Chief Policy, Planning and Permit Review
Branch.

Comment 1: In Chapter 2.1, the description of pollutant contributions to haze on the 20% worst
days at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness Areas is good. Figures 2.1 and 2.2
demonstrate that sulfate is the largest contributor to haze of the 20% worst days. Figure 2.3
demonstrates that Electric Generating Units (EGU) and non-EGU point sources are the largest
contributors to sulfur dioxide (SO) emissions in Arkansas. Therefore, NPS would expect
Arkansas to concentrate on reducing point source SO, emissions in the long-term strategy.

Response: ADEQ will take actions to make necessary reductions to haze precursors based on
the ability to make a demonstrable improvement in haze-related air quality values. SO,
reductions will be achieved when BART sources are required to reduce SO,. Other SO,
reductions will be achieved through implementation of the SO, NAAQS, federal Tier 111 gasoline
standards, New Source Performance Standards, and Emission Guidelines for existing facilities.
Arkansas will continue to evaluate overall SO, emissions in an effort to determine which non-
BART sources to consider for additional controls that might be needed to continue to meet the
RPGs that have been established for Arkansas.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: In Chapter 3.1, Table 3.1 indicates that annual emissions of SO, from EGU in
Arkansas actually increased between 2002 and 2011, while nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions
decreased slightly. No information is presented about expected emissions reductions from
existing EGU between 2011 and 2018 to support the 2018 emissions projections in Table 5.1.
The information presented does not demonstrate reasonable progress in reducing point source
emissions. NPS requests that ADEQ identify any source specific controls planned and CAIR or
CSAPR caps that have yet to be met that would require controls on these sources.

Response: The emissions presented in Table 3.1 are historic. No point-source emission
reductions associated with the Regional Haze Rule have been realized to date. The 2018
projections contained in Table 5.1 are from the future-year inventory developed by the Central
Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP). Arkansas developed RPGs that included
specific emission reduction requirements for BART sources. Because EPA has not yet approved
the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP in its entirety, these reductions have not yet been realized. Any
source-specific control associated with the implementation of CAIR or CSAPR caps are, or will
be, reflected in annual emission inventories.
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No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: In Chapter 5, there is a typo in the sentence on top of page 50: Tables 5.2, 5.3, and
5.4 compare 2002 and 2011 emissions, not 2018 emissions. NPS recognizes that emissions from
area, non-road, and on-road sectors are calculated by EPA. NPS concerns focus on point EGU
and non-EGU facilities that are directly permitted by Arkansas and the lack of information
supporting 2018 emissions projections.

Response: The sentence at the top of page 50 has been revised to correctly identify the
information contained in Table 5.2, Table 5.3 and Table 5.4. The documentation for 2018
emission projections is included in Appendix 7.2-E of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal.

Comment 4: In Chapter 7, NPS states that in 2012, EPA disapproved Arkansas's BART
determinations and reasonable progress goals for 2018. Arkansas has not yet corrected the
deficiencies in the 2008 SIP. Arkansas’s five-year Progress Report draft addresses goals that
have been disapproved.

Response: The progress goals that Arkansas identified in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal
are based on emission reductions that were identified and modeled on a regional scale. Without
re-conducting or otherwise updating the regional-scale modeling effort that was conducted by
CENRAP, it is not possible to establish new progress goals. Arkansas is satisfied that its
previously identified RPGs are currently being met regardless of the fact that BART controls
have yet to be implemented. Having a regulatory requirement to submit a progress report,
regardless of whether or not the original SIP submittal has been approved in its entirety by the
EPA is problematic; however, ADEQ is attempting to meet that requirement notwithstanding
partial disapproval. Goals other than those already disapproved have not been established at this
time. As ofthis date, ADEQ is uncertain what EPA might accept as RPGs.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 5: In Chapter 7, Arkansas commits on page 50 to work with EPA as it performs the
required four-factor analyses. NPS asks that Arkansas also consult with the affected FLMs.

Response: The referenced commitment is expressed in the fifth paragraph on page 55. There is
no regulatory requirement or express need to consult FLMs in the development of a four-factor

analysis.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.
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Comment 6: In Chapter 7, Arkansas has not demonstrated that it is reducing emissions
contributing to visibility impairment at Class 1 areas in neighboring states. Section 7.4 does not
explain why Hercules Glade and Mingo in Missouri were the only Class I areas reviewed.
Arkansas should cite the CENRAP source apportionment analyses that show the contribution of
Arkansas point, area, and mobile sources at neighboring Class I areas, compared to sources in
other states.

Response: The Arkansas point source emission reductions envisioned in the 2008 Arkansas RH
SIP have not been implemented as of this date. No additional assessment is ongoing at this time.
Visibility impairment in affected out-of-state Class I areas has improved. The Class I areas
addressed in this five-year review are those identified in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP and
approved by the EPA.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 7: NPS disagrees with Arkansas's conclusion that no additional actions are needed as
part of this five-year review. NPS encourages Arkansas to complete revisions to the 2008
Arkansas RH SIP before requesting EPA approval of the five-year RHPR.

Response: The Regional Haze Rule requires submission of a progress report within five years
of the original submittal of a Regional Haze SIP. Whether or not the submitted SIP has been
approved does not alter this requirement. Additional actions to be taken will be established upon
approval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP or through federal action in the form of a FIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 8: NPS states that while the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft demonstrates that
visibility is improving at Class I areas in Arkansas and Missouri, there is no demonstration that
Arkansas is implementing all the reasonable control measures necessary to meet the 2018
reasonable progress goals for Class I areas in Arkansas and neighboring states.

Response: The most recent assessment of visibility conditions in affected Class I areas in
Arkansas and Missouri shows that RPGs established by Arkansas in the 2008 RH SIP are being
met. ADEQ anticipates that as BART controls are established and implemented in Arkansas,
additional progress will be demonstrated.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 9: NPS states that Arkansas has not revised the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP to resolve the
deficiencies identified by EPA, in the disapproved portions of the SIP, in March 2012.

10
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Therefore, NPS does not agree with Arkansas's conclusion that the requirements of 40 C.F.R. §
51.308(g) have been met nor that they can support Arkansas's determination that no further
actions are required.

Response: ADEQ acknowledges that the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP
have resulted in a situation where less than desired progress can be achieved at this time.
Resolution of the deficiencies identified by the EPA is underway. 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) requires
only a periodic progress report. ADEQ disagrees with the assertion that the required elements
described in 40 CFR 51.308(g) have not been addressed in the five-year RHPR draft.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

11
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Appendix B: State’s Legal Authority to Adopt and Implement the Plan

The State’s legal authority to adopt and implement this State Implementation Plan revision can
be found in Ark. Code Ann. §§ 8-4-311(a)(1) and 8-4-317.

69
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Ark. Code Ann. § 8-4-311. Powers generally.

(a) The Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality or its successor shall have the power
to:

(1) Develop and effectuate a comprehensive program for the prevention and control of all
sources of pollution of the air of this state;

(2) Advise, consult, and cooperate with other agencies of the state, political subdivisions,
industries, other states, the federal government, and with affected groups in the furtherance of the

purposes of this chapter;

(3) Encourage and conduct studies, investigations, and research relating to air pollution and its
causes, prevention, control, and abatement as it may deem advisable and necessary;

(4) Collect and disseminate information relative to air pollution and its prevention and control;
(5) Consider complaints and make investigations;

(6) Encourage voluntary cooperation by the people, municipalities, counties, industries, and
others in preserving and restoring the purity of the air within the state;

(7) Administer and enforce all laws and regulations relating to pollution of the air;

(8) Represent the state in all matters pertaining to plans, procedures, or negotiations for
interstate compacts in relation to air pollution control;

(9) (A) Cooperate with and receive moneys from the federal government or any other source
for the study and control of air pollution.

(B) The Department is designated as the official state air pollution control agency for such
purposes;
(10) Make, 1ssue, modify, revoke, and enforce orders prohibiting, controlling, or abating air
pollution and requiring the adoption of remedial measures to prevent, control, or abate air

pollution;

(11) Institute court proceedings to compel compliance with the provisions of this chapter and
rules, regulations, and orders issued pursuant to this chapter;

(12) Exercise all of the powers in the control of air pollution granted to the Department for the
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control of water pollution under §§ 8-4-101 -- 8-4-106 and 8-4-201 -- 8-4-229; and

(13) Develop and implement state implementation plans provided that the commission shall
retain all powers and duties regarding promulgation of rules and regulations und er this
chapter.

(b) The Arkansas Pollution Control and Ecology Commission shall have the power to:

(1) (A) Promulgate rules and regulations for implementing the substantive statutes charged to
the Department for administration.

(B) In promulgation of such rules and regulations, prior to the submittal to public comment
and review of any rule, regulation, or change to any rule or regulation that is more stringent than
federal requirements, the commission shall duly consider the economic impact and the
environmental benefit of such rule or regulation on the people of the State of Arkansas, including
those entities that will be subject to the regulation.

(C) The commission shall promptly initiate rulemaking to further implement the analysis
required under subdivision (b)(1)(B) of this section.

(D) The extent of the analysis required under subdivision (b)(1)(B) of this section shall be
defined in the commission's rulemaking required under subdivision (b)(1)(C) of this section. It
will include a written report that shall be available for public review along with the proposed rule
in the public comment period.

(E) Upon completion of the public comment period, the commission shall compile a
rulemaking record or response to comments demonstrating a reasoned evaluation of the relative
impact and benefits of the more stringent regulation;

(2) Promulgate rules, regulations, and procedures not otherwise governed by applicable law
that the commission deems necessary to secure public participation in environmental decision-
making processes;

(3) Promulgate rules and regulations governing administrative procedures for challenging or
contesting department actions;

(4) In the case of permitting or grants decisions, provide the right to appeal a permitting or
grants decision rendered by the Director of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality

or his or her delegatee;

(5) In the case of an administrative enforcement or emergency action, providing the right to
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contest any such action initiated by the director;

(6) Instruct the director to prepare such reports or perform such studies as will advance the
cause of environmental protection in the state;

(7) Make recommendations to the director regarding overall policy and administration of the
Department, provided, however, that the director shall always remain within the plenary
authority of the Governor;

(8) Upon a majority vote, initiate review of any director's decision;

(9) Adopt, after notice and public hearing, reasonable and nondiscriminatory rules and
regulations requiring the registration of and the filing of reports by persons engaged in operations
that may result in air pollution;

(10) (A) Adopt, after notice and public hearing, reasonable and nondiscriminatory rules and
regulations, including requiring a permit or other regulatory authorization from the Department,
before any equipment causing the issuance of air contaminants may be built, erected, altered,
replaced, used, or operated, except in the case of repairs or maintenance of equipment for which
a permit has been previously used, and revoke or modify any permit issued under this chapter or
deny any permit when it is necessary, in the opinion of the Department, to prevent, control, or
abate air pollution.

(B) A permit shall be issued for the operation or use of any equipment or any facility in
existence upon the effective date of any rule or regulation requiring a permit if proper application
1s made for the permit.

(C) No such permit shall be modified or revoked without prior notice and hearing as
provided in this section.

(D) Any person that is denied a permit by the Department or that has such permit revoked or
modified shall be afforded an opportunity for a hearing in connection therewith upon written
application made within thirty (30) days after service of notice of such denial, revocation, or

modification.

(E) The operation of any existing equipment or facility for which a proper permit application
has been made shall not be interrupted pending final action thereon.

(F) (i) An applicant or permit holder that has had a complete application for a permit or for a
modification of a permit pending longer than the time specified in the state regulations
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promulgated pursuant to Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, or any person that
participated in the public participation process, and any other person that could obtain judicial
review of such actions under state laws, may petition the commission for relief from Department
naction.

(ii) The commission will either deny or grant the petition within forty-five (45) days of its
submittal.

(iii) For the purposes of judicial review, either a commission denial or the failure of the
Department to render a final decision within thirty (30) days after the commission has granted a
petition shall constitute final agency action; and

(11) (A) Establish through its rulemaking authority, either alone or in conjunction with the
appropriate state or local agencies, a system for the banking and trading of air emissions
designed to maintain both the state's attainment status with the national ambient air quality
standards mandated by the Clean Air Act and the overall air quality of the state.

(B) The commission may consider differential valuation of emission credits as necessary to
achieve primary and secondary national ambient air quality standards, and may consider
establishing credits for air pollutants other than those designated as criteria air pollutants by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency.

(C) Any regulation proposed pursuant to this authorization shall be reported to the House
Interim Committee on Public Health, Welfare, and Labor and the Senate Interim Committee on
Public Health, Welfare, and Labor or appropriate subcommittees thereof prior to its final
promulgation; and

(12) In the case of a state implementation plan, provide the right to appeal a final decision
rendered by the Director of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality or his or her
delegate under § 8-4-317.

HISTORY:: Acts 1949, No. 472, [Part 2], § 5, as added by Acts 1965, No. 183, § 7; A.S.A. 1947,
§ 82-1935; Acts 1993, No. 994, § 1; 1995, No. 895, § 4; 1997, No. 179, § 1; 1997, No. 1219, § 6;
1999, No. 1164, § 31; 2013, No. 1302, §§ 2, 3.
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Ark. Code Ann. § 8-4-317. State implementation plans generally.

(a) In developing and implementing a state implementation plan, the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality shall consider and take into account the factors specified in § 8-4-312 and
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq., as applicable.

(b)(1)(A) Whenever the Department proposes to finalize a state implementation plan submittal
for review and approval by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, it shall cause
notice of its proposed action to be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the state.

(B) The notice required under subdivision (b)(1)(A) of this section shall afford any
interested party at least thirty (30) calendar days in which to submit comments on the
proposed state implementation plan submittal in its entirety.

(O)(i) In the case of any emission limit, work practice or operational standard,
environmental standard, analytical method, air dispersion modeling requirement, or
monitoring requirement that is incorporated as an element of the proposed state
implementation plan submittal, the record of the proposed action shall include a written
explanation of the rationale for the proposal, demonstrating the reasoned consideration of
the factors in § 8-4-312 as applicable, the need for each measure in attaining or maintaining
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and that any requirements or standards are
based upon generally accepted scientific knowledge and engineering practices.

(ii) For any standard or requirement that is identical to an applicable federal regulation,
the demonstration required under subdivision (b)(1)(C)(1) of this section may be
satisfied by reference to the regulation. In all other cases, the Department shall provide
its own justification with appropriate reference to the scientific and engineering
literature considered or the written studies conducted by the Department.

(2)(A) At the conclusion of the public comment period and before transmittal to the Governor
for submittal to the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Department shall
provide written notice of its final decision regarding the state implementation plan submittal
to all persons who submitted public comments.

(B)(i) The Department’s final decision shall include a response to each issue raised in any
public comments received during the public comment period. The response shall manifest
reasoned consideration of the issues raised by the public comments and shall be supported
by appropriate legal, scientific, or practical reasons for accepting or rejecting the substance
of the comment in the Department’s final decision
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(ii) For the purposes of this section, response to comments by the Department should serve
the roles of both developing the record for possible judicial review of a state
implementation plan decision and serving as a record for the public's review of the
Department's technical and legal interpretations on long-range regulatory issues.

(iii) This section does not limit the Department's authority to raise all relevant issues of
regulatory concern upon adjudicatory review by the Arkansas Pollution Control and
Ecology Commission of a particular state implementation plan decision.

(c)(1) Only those persons that submit comments on the record during the public comment
period have standing to appeal the final decision of the Department to the commission upon
written application made within thirty (30) days after service of the notice under subdivision

(b)2)(A).

(2) An appeal under subdivision (c)(1) of this section shall be processed as a permit appeal
under § 8-4-205. However, the decision of the Director of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality shall remain i effect during the appeal.

HISTORY: Acts 2013, No. 1302, § 4.
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Appendix C: Evidence Public Notice Was Given
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Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
Public Notice

The Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) will hold a public hearing at North
Little Rock February 2, 2015, to receive comments on the proposed five-year regional haze
progress report on a State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision prior to submission of the revised
plan to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The hearing will begin at 2:00 p.m.
(Central Time) in the Commission Room at the ADEQ Headquarters Building, 5301 Northshore
Drive, North Little Rock. The deadline for submitting comments on the SIP revisions is 4:30
p.m. (Central Time) February 17, 2015,

The progress report is intended to fulfill one of Arkansas’s responsibilities under the Clean Air
Act and Regional Haze Rule. Arkansas’s original Regional Haze SIP revision was submitted to
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in September 2008 and addressed visibility
impairment in the State’s Class [ Federal areas - Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek Wilderness
areas. The proposed SIP is intended to address the requirements of 40 Code of Federal Register
(C.F.R.) Section 51.308(g) requiring periodic reports evaluating progress towards the Reasonable
Progress Goals established for mandatory Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by
Arkansas sources.

This proposed SIP submittal is meant to demonstrate the actions ADEQ has taken to fulfill the
requirements under 40 C.F.R. Section 51.308(g) for periodic progress reports. In accordance
with 40 C.F.R. Section 51.308(h)(1), the State is submitting a negative declaration that further
revision of the existing implementation plan is not needed at this time. However, ADEQ is
cognizant of its obligation and the associated timeframe to address the disapproved components
of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP submittal,

ADEQ is providing the public with the opportunity to comment on this proposed SIP revision in
two ways. In addition to commenting at the February 2, 2015, public hearing, interested parties
may submit written or electronic mail comments prior to the comment deadline. Oral and written
statements will be accepted at the hearing, but written comments are preferred in the interest of
accuracy. Written comments should be mailed to Mike Bates, Air Division, Arkansas
Department of Environmental Quality, 5301 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118,
Electronic mail comments should be sent to; bates(@adeq.state.ar.us, Written or E-mail
comments must be received by 4:30 p.m. (Central Time) February 17, 2015, in order to be
considered.

In the event of inclement weather or other unforeseen circumstances, a decision may be made to
postpone the hearing. If the hearing is postponed and rescheduled, a new legal notice will be
published to announce the details of the new hearing date and comment period.

Copies of Arkansas’s proposed SIP revision are available for public inspection during normal
business hours at the Public Qutreach and Assistance (POA) Division in the ADEQ headquarters
building in North Little Rock and in ADEQ information depositories located in public libraries at
Arkadelphia, Batesville, Blytheville, Camden, Clinton, Crossett, El Dorado, Fayetteville, Forrest
City, Fort Smith, Harrison, Helena, Hope, Hot Springs, Jonesboro, Little Rock (main branch),
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Magnolia, Mena, Monticello, Mountain Home, Pocahontas, Russellville, Searcy, Stuttgart,
Texarkana, and West Memphis; in campus libraries at the University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff
and the University of Central Arkansas at Conway; and in the Arkansas State Library, 900 W.
Capitol, Suite 100, Little Rock, AR. In addition, an electronic copy of the Arkansas’s proposed
SIP revision is available for viewing or downloading on ADEQ’s Internet web site at
hitp:/www.adeq.state.ar.us/air/Syear RH Progress Report.pdf

Published January 2, 2015
Ryan Benefield, P.E., Interim Director
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
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Appendix D: Certification That a Public Hearing Was Held
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ADEQ

A R K A NS A S
Department of Environmenial Quality

5-Year Regional Haze Progress Report Public Hearin

“Today is February 2, 2015, and we are here in the Commission Room of the Arkansas Pollution
Control and Ecology Commission at the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality for a
public hearing on the SIP.

We are making SIP revisions in order to fulfill one of Arkansas’s responsibilities under the Clean
Air Act and Regional Haze Rule. Arkansas’s original Regional Haze SIP revision was submitted
to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in September 2008 and addressed visibility
impairment in the State’s Class I Federal areas - Upper Buffalo and Caney Creek Wilderness
areas. The proposed SIP is intended to address the requirements of 40 Code of Federal Register
(C.F.R.) Section 51.308(g) requiring periodic reports evaluating progress towards the Reasonable
Progress Goals established for mandatory Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by
Arkansas sources.

This proposed SIP submittal is meant to demonstrate the actions ADEQ has taken to fulfill the
requirements under 40 C.F.R. Section 51.308(g) for periodic progress reports. In accordance
with 40 C.F.R. Section 51.308(h)(1), the State is submitting a negative declaration that further
revision of the existing implementation plan is not needed at this time. However, ADEQ is
cognizant of its obligation and the associated timeframe to address the disapproved components
of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP submittal.

At this time, we will accept comments from the audience. Is there anyone who wishes to
comment from
the audience? [No response from those present]

Seeing no one wishing to comment, we will close the hearing and we remind everyone that the
comment

period will remain open until 4:30 p.m., on February 17, 2015. Thank you very much for your
attendance.” —
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Appendix E: Compilation of Public Comments and Response to Comments

This Appendix contains the Responsiveness Summary for public comments that were received and copies
of the comment letters.
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February 17, 2015

Ryan Benefield

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118

Via electronic delivery

Re: Comments Concerning the “State Implementation Plan Review
for the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report”

Dear Director Benefield:

The Energy and Environmental Alliance of Arkansas (“EEAA”) and its
individual members! are pleased to submit these comments responding to the
State Implementation Plan Review for the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress
Report {“Progress Report”), as publicly noticed by the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (“ADEQ” or “Department”) on January 2, 2015.

The EEAA is an ad-hoc collaboration of Arkansas’ investor-owned, co-
operative, municipal, and independent electric utilities and other energy
companies formed to advocate, communicate and encourage energy and
environmental policies that promote sound and predictable regulation of
Arkansas’ utility industry and support an economically viable and
environmentally secure future for all Arkansans, including access to reliable
and affordable energy resources.

Introduction and Background

Regulations implementing the regional haze visibility program of the
federal Clean Air Act (“CAA”) require each state to submit reports every five
years describing the progress toward the regional progress goals for each
mandatory Class I federal area located in the state or outside the state if

1 The members of EEAA are: AEP/Southwestern Electric Power Company, Arkansas Electric
Cooperative Corporation, Arkansas Municipal Power Association, Conway Corporation, Empire
District Electric Company, Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Jonesboro City Water & Light, North Little
Rock Electric, Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company, Plum Point Services Company, LLC, and
West Memphis Utility Commission.
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affected by emissions from within the state.? These reports must be in the
form of and satisfy the requirements for state implementation plan revisions.
In addition, the regulations require that each report contain specific
information, including: (i) the status of all measures included in the
implementation plan for achieving reasonable progress goals; (ii) a summary of
the emissions reductions achieved throughout the state; (iii) current visibility
conditions and changes in visibility impairment; (iv) analysis tracking the five-
year change in emissions of pollutants contributing to visibility impairment; (v)
significant changes in anthropogenic sources; (vi) analysis of whether current
implementation plan elements and strategies are sufficient to enable the state
to meet reasonable progress goals; and (vii) a review of the state’s visibility
monitoring strategy.® Finally, the report must conclude with a determination of
adequacy regarding the existing regional haze implementation plan.4

On January 2nd, 2015, ADEQ publicly noticed the availability of the
proposed Progress Report containing the information responsive to applicable
regulatory requirements. The Progress Report concludes with ADEQ’s
proposed “negative declaration,” which specifies “no additional controls are
necessary during this first five-year progress report period.”>

General Comments

I. The Progress Report and Negative Declaration Are Consistent with
Federal Regulation and Guidance

Although federal regulations require that each state’s five-year progress
report contain specific elements, the individual states are left with the primary
authority to assess and determine the “adequacy of [the] existing
implementation plan.”® The EPA intends for the five-year progress report to
“involve significantly less effort than a comprehensive SIP revision.””

ADEQ’s Progress Report contains the elements and considerations
required under federal regulation®, and more fully described in EPA’s General
Principles for the 5-Year Regional Haze Progress Reports for the Initial Regional
Haze State Implementation Plans (Apr. 2013) (“Guidance”). The Department’s

240 C.F.R. § 51.308(g).

3 1d. § 51.308(g)(1)-(7).

4 Id. § 51.308(h).

5 Progress Report at 64.

640 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) and (h).

764 Fed. Reg. 35714, 35747 (July 1, 1999).
840 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(1)~-(7)

Page 2 of 6
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draft enumerates each element in sequential chapters, and includes the data
and analysis necessary to inform the public and EPA that Arkansas’ Class I
federal areas remain ahead of Uniform Rate of Progress necessary to attain the
national goal of natural visibility conditions by the year 2064.° For these
reasons, the Progress Report is consistent with EPA’s intent, as spelled out in
regulation and guidance.

II. Visibility Improvement at Arkansas’ Class I Federal Areas Remains
Ahead of the Federally Approved Glide Path

The overarching goal of the visibility program is to restore natural
visibility conditions at each Class I federal area, therefore each state’s regional
haze state implementation plan required an assessment of “the rate of progress
needed to attain natural visibility by the year 2064” (the “Uniform Rate of
Progress” or “Glide Path”).10 Accordingly, Arkansas’ state implementation plan
provided a Uniform Rate of Progress equivalent to: (i) a 0.246 deciview (dv) per
year (14.78 dv total) improvement for Caney Creek and (ii) 0.245 dv per year
(14.70 dv total) improvement for Upper Buffalo.!! The Uniform Rate of Progress
for both areas was reviewed and approved by EPA.12

In order to track each state’s progress toward natural visibility
conditions, the regulations require that each state’s five-year progress report
must include an assessment of visibility conditions for the most and least
impaired days, with the same expressed in terms of 5-year averages of the
annual values. Specifically, the five-year progress report must provide:

(1) current visibility conditions for the most and least impaired days;

(ii) the difference between current visibility conditions for the most
and least impaired days and the baseline visibility conditions; and

(iii)  the change in visibility impairment for the most and least impaired
days from the past five years.13

In order to comply with these requirements, ADEQ’s assessment properly
utilizes the data and algorithms from the Interagency Monitoring of Protected
Visual Improvements (“IMPROVE”) program to chart the rate of visibility

9 See Progress Report at 56-57.

10 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(1)(i)(B)

11 See 76 Fed. Reg. 64186, 64194 (Oct. 17, 2011)
12 See 77 Fed. Reg. 14604, 14607 (Mar. 12, 2012).
1340 C.F.R. § 51.308(g)(3).

Page 3 of 6
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improvement.!* The data clearly demonstrates that visibility impairment is
decreasing more rapidly than the federally approved Uniform Rate of Progress
for each of Arkansas’ Class I federal area. The continuing improvement is
reflected in both the 20% worst days and 20% best days.!> The documented
rate of progress supports ADEQ’s negative declaration.

III. The Progress Report Documents that Arkansas’ Existing Emissions
Controls and Strategy are Sufficient to Make Continued, Reasonable
Progress Toward Natural Visibility Conditions

Though Arkansas’ reasonable progress goals, as set forth in the 2008
Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation Plan, are not approved and
final, the Department relied on the goals to conduct the analysis and
assessments necessary to complete the five-year progress report. The lack of
finality concerning the reasonable progress goals does nothing to impugn the
validity and authority of the monitoring data and assessments articulated in
the Progress Report, which clearly demonstrate that the state’s existing
emission controls and strategy are moving the state’s Class I federal areas
toward the federal goal of natural visibility conditions.

The visibility impairment at Arkansas’ Class I federal areas is decreasing
more rapidly than the federally approved Uniform Rate of Progress.l® The
improvement in visibility is due in significant part to reductions in visibility
related pollutants resulting from federal and state programs and increased
control efficiencies from EGU sources.!”? Notably, the documented
improvement in visibility at Arkansas’ Class I federal areas is occurring without
the implementation of best available control technology (“BART”) at the state’s
subject-to-BART sources and without additional controls on additional sources.18

Accordingly, the Progress Report validates the state’s original
determination that existing federal and state programs are adequate to make
reasonable progress toward natural visibility. The full implementation of BART
controls should only expedite the rapid rate of progress toward 2018 and,
ultimately, 2064. In sum, the existing plan and strategy are working and

14 See Progress Report at 39-41; see also Guidance at 8-9.

15 See Progress Report at 4143 and 56-57; Tables 4.1 and 4.2.
16 See Progress Report at S6-57.

17 See Progress Report at 35-37.

18 See Progress Report at 35 and S5.

Page 4 of 6
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support ADEQ’s proposed negative declaration that “no additional controls are
necessary during this first five-year progress period.”19

Specific Comments

e Page(s) 6 and 24: The proposed Progress Report contains statements
referencing the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals grant of EPA’s request to
lift the stay on CSAPR and indicating that ADEQ is awaiting guidance
from the agency for implementation of CSAPR. On December 3, 2014,
EPA published a ministerial rule amending the dates to correctly reflect
the compliance deadlines for CSAPR.20 Accordingly, ADEQ should revise
the applicable sections to note that CSAPR will be implemented in
Arkansas beginning with the 2015 ozone season.

e Page 21: The proposed Progress Report should be revised to note that
Units 1 and 2 (SN-O1) and Unit 3 (SN-02) at Lake Catherine (AFIN 30-
00011) were permanently retired and removed from the facility’s Title V
permit, issued September 26, 2014 (Permit 1717-AOP-R6).

e Page 21: The Progress Report should be updated to note that Unit 4 (SN-
03) is no longer permitted to burn fuel oil, with the permitted allowance
for fuel oil removed with the issuance of Permit 1717-AOP-R6 on
September 26, 2014. The removal of the permitted allowance for fuel oil
at Unit 4 (SN-03) eliminates any need to review and consider BART
controls for the fuel oil-firing scenario, and ADEQ should highlight the
significant decrease in permitted SO2 emissions from Unit 4.

e Page(s) 30-31: Table 2-6 should be updated to include the retirement of
Units 1 and 2 (SN-0O1) and Unit 3 (SN-02) at the Entergy - Lake Catherine
facility.

e Page 37: The Progress Report states that annual SO: emissions are
projected to increase by an additional 125 tpy in 2018 from 2011
observed emissions. This conclusory statement conflicts with language in
the very next paragraph that documents an 87.5% reduction in SO
emissions at the SWEPCO Flint Creek Power Plant because of the
operation of new control equipment. The statement also contradicts the
2018 emission projections detailed in Chapter 5, which project

19 See Progress Report at 64.
20 See 79 Fed. Reg. 71663 (Dec. 3, 2014).

Page 5 of 6
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significant decreases in SOz from EGU sources. The Progress Report
should be revised and/or clarified to reconcile the statement on page 37
with the projected data provided in Chapter 5.

Conclusion

ADEQ’s proposed Progress Report is consistent with existing regulatory
requirements and conforms to agency Guidance. The data, analysis and
assessments provide ample support for the Department’s “negative
declaration.” Perhaps most important, the Progress Report validates ADEQ’s
determination that current and existing emission controls are more than
adequate to make reasonable progress toward the federal goal of natural
visibility conditions in the year 2064.

EEAA and its members sincerely appreciate the opportunity to provide
comments in support of the proposed Progress Report, and the organization
remains available to provide any additional information.

DATED: February 17, 2015
Respectfully Submitted,

Energy and Environmental Alliance of Arkansas

Chad L. Wood

GILL RAGON OWEN, P.A.

425 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 3800
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Counsel for Energy and Environmental Alliance of
Arkansas

Page 6 of 6
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WILLIAM DEAN OVERSTREET TJ LAWHON
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.ﬁ MERITAS LAW FIRMS WORLDWIDE

February 17, 2015
'VIA HAND DELIVERY

Mr. Ryan Benefield

Interim Director

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118

Re: Comments of Nucor Steel Arkansas and of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company on
ADEQ’s Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report

eTRem Ay

- Dear Mr. Bénefield: A :

This firm represents Nucor Steel Arkansas, a division of Nucor Corporation (NSA), and
Nucor Yamato Steel Company (NYS).  Enclosed are NSA and NYS’s comments on ADEQ’s
proposed Five Year Regional Haze Progress Report. Pursuant to ADEQ’s public notice these
comments are being submitted prior to the comment deadline at 4:30 p.m., Central Time, February
17,2015.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

DOVER DIXON HORNE

\phetot! G ]

Mark H. Allison
Enclosure

cc:  Tammera Haralson, Interim Deputy Director
Air Divison Chief, ADEQ
Wayne Turney, Nucor Steel Company .
Les Jackson, Nucor-Yamato Steel Company

RECEIVER)

FEB 17 2015
LE. 2.
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Responsiveness Summary for Public Comments on the State Implementation Plan Review for
the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report

Two sets of comments on the State Implementation Plan Review for the Five-Year Regional
Haze Progress Report (the Progress Report) were received. Both of these comments were
supportive of ADEQ’s determination that the Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan (SIP) and relevant suggestions were incorporated in this final Report. No adverse
comments were received. Copies of the comments received (without attachments) are included
herein.

The Progress Report provides an update on the status of visibility conditions in Class I areas and
the implementation of the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. One commenter “incorporates by
reference” their comments submitted to EPA Region VI on December 22, 2011 regarding EPA’s
notice of its partial approval/disapproval of the Arkansas Regional Haze SIP. It should be noted
that the comments submitted to EPA Region VI were with regards to a federal action that was
promulgated as a Final Rule in the Federal Register on March 12, 2012. These comments would
have been addressed by the EPA as part of that action. ADEQ does not consider these comments
that were previously addressed by a federal agency to be relevant to the action at hand.

79
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Appendix F: Statutory Five-Factor Analysis Letters to BART Facilities

On May 14, 2012, ADEQ sent letters to BART facilities, via certified mail through the U.S.
Postal Service, with the intention to resolve disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas Regional

Haze SIP. Facilities were asked to prepare the five-factor analysis for specific subject-to-BART
units (per C.A.A. § 169(A)(g)(2)) in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix Y.

The following facilities were contacted by ADEQ (units listed below facility name):

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation — Carl E. Bailey Generating Station
e Unit 1: SO,, NO,, and PM

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation — John L. McClellan Generating Station
e Unit 1: SO,, NO,, and PM

American Electric Power — Flint Creek
e Unit 1: SO, and NO,

Entergy — Lake Catherine
e Unit 4: NOy for natural gas firing
e Unit4: SO,, NOy, and PM for oil firing

Entergy — White Bluff
e Unit 1 and Unit 2: SO, and NOy for both bituminous an sub-bituminous coal firing
e Auxiliary boiler

Domtar — Ashdown
e Power Boiler 1: SO, and NOy
e Power Boiler 2: SO,, NOy, and PM

Georgia Pacific Paper — Crossett
e Power Boilers 6A and 9A: SO,, NOy, and PM

The letters are included under this Appendix for reference.

80
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Department of Environmental Quality

Certified Return Receipt Number: 91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3210
91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3210

May 14, 2012

Tracy Johnson.

Interim Manager, Arkansas Environmental Support
425 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 551

Little Rock, AR 72203

Re: Arkansas Regional Haze Rule Revision — 5-Factor Analysis

Dear Mr. Johnson:

In accordance with CAA sections 110(a) and 169A, the Air Division of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is responsible for the development and implementation of a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) incorporating the requirements of the federal Regional Haze Rule. ADEQ
submitted a Regional Haze SIP on September 23, 2008.

On March 12, 2012, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} promulgated a Final Rule,
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan; Interstate Transport State Implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and
Regional Haze — (Federal Register, March 12, 2012), that partially disapproved the Regional Haze SIP. In
response to this disapproval, ADEQ has determined that it will take measures to develop appropriate SIP
revisions.

As a result, ADEQ will conduct new Best Available Retrofit Technology determinations (BART
determinations) for certain facilities identified in the EPA notice. This will require that your company
prepare new BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ is requesting that your company submit an
analysis of the five factors specified in CAA section 169{A)(g)(2) for the following affected subject to
BART unit/units and pollutants: .

e White Bluff’s Units 1 and 2 SO, and NOx for both bituminous and sub-bituminous coal
firing

e White Bluff’s auxiliary boiler

e Lake Catherine Unit 4 NOx for natural gas firing

e lake Catherine Unit 4 SO,, NOx, and PM for oil firing

"~ ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501 -682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
- www.adeq.state.ar.us
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Each “5 — Factor Analysis” is to be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 51, App. Y and the guidance
provided by ADEQ. This guidance can be obtained by accessing the BART Analysis folder located on the
following fip site:

ftp://gis.adeq.state.ar.us/pub/AirPermits/

The format of your submittal should closely follow the procedures described in App. Y. (Please see the
attached BART Engineering Analysis Format and the letter from the U.S. EPA recommending the use of
CALPUFF version 5.8, the NO OBS = 0 CALMET and CALPOST version 6.221.) This will assist ADEQ staff
responsible for completing the BART determinations. | am requesting that you provide this analysis
within two months of your receipt of this letter. Questions regarding the development of this analysis
should be directed to Thomas Rheaume, Engineer P.E. Branch Manager at Tel. No.: (501) 682- 0762.
Questions regarding air quality modeling should be directed to Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist at Tel
No.: (501) 682- 0070. Your immediate attention to this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

N |
bty

Mike Bates, Chief — Air Division

Attachment: 2
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Department of Environmental Quality

Certified Return Receipt Number: 91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3180
9L 7199 9991 7030 4899 31840

May 14, 2012

Jim W. Cutbirth

Environmental Affairs Manager
Georgia Pacific

100 Paper Mill Road

Crossett, AR 71635

Re: Arkansas Regional Haze Rule Revision — 5-Factor Analysis

Dear Mr. Cutbirth:

In accordance with CAA sections 110(a) and 169A, the Air Division of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is responsible for the development and implementation of a State
implementation Plan (SIP) incorporating the requirements of the federal Regional Haze Rule. ADEQ
submitted a Regional Haze SIP on September 23, 2008. '

On March 12, 2012, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated a Final Rule,
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan; Interstate Transport State implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and
Regional Haze — (Federal Register, March 12, 2012), that partially disapproved the Regional Haze SIP. In
response to this disapproval, ADEQ has determined that it will take measures to develop appropriate SIP
revisions.

As a result, ADEQ will conduct new Best Available Retrofit Technology determinations (BART
determinations) for certain facilities identified in the EPA notice. This will require that your company

- prepare new BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ is requesting that your company submit an
analysis of the five factors specified in CAA section 169(A){g)(2) for the following affected subject to
BART unit/units and pollutants:

e Crossett Power Boilers 6A and 9A were found to be subject-to-BART for SO,, NOx, and PM

Each “5 — Factor Analysis” is to be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 51, App. Y and the guidance
provided by ADEQ. This guidance can be obtamed by accessing the BART Analysis folder located on the
following ftp site: :

ftp://gis.adeq.state.ar.us/pub/AirPermits/

The format of your submittal should closely follow the procedures described in App. Y. (Please see the
attached BART Engineering Analysis Format and the letter from the U.S. EPA recommending the use of
CALPUFF version 5.8, the NO OBS = 0 CALMET and CALPOST version 6.221.) This will assist ADEQ staff

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880

www.adea state.ar.us
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responsible for completing the BART determinations. | am requesting that you provide this analysis
within two months of your receipt of this letter. Questions regarding the development of this analysis
should be directed to Thomas Rheaume, Engineer P.E. Branch Manager at Tel. No.: (501) 682- 0762.
Questions regarding air quality modeling should be directed to Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist at Tel
No.: (501) 682- 0070. Your immediate attention to this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates, Chief — Air Division

Attachment: 2
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Department of Environmental Quality

Certified Return Receipt Number: 91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3197
g1 7199 9991 7030 4899 31497

May 14, 2012

Kris Gaus

Principal Environmental Specialist
C/O American Electric Power
Suite 800

1201 Elm Street

Dallas, TX 75270

Re: Arkansas Regional Haze Rule Revision — 5-Factor Analysis

Dear Mr. Gaus:

In accordance with CAA sections 110(a) and 169A, the Air Division of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is responsible for the development and implementation of a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) incorporating the requirements of the federal Regional Haze Rule. ADEQ
submitted a Regional Haze SIP on September 23, 2008.

On March 12, 2012, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated a Final Rule,
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan; Interstate Transport State Implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and
Regional Haze - (Federal Register, March 12, 2012}, that partially disapproved the Regional Haze SIP. in
response to this disapproval, ADEQ has determined that it will take measures to develop appropriate SIP
revisions.

As a result, ADEQ will conduct new Best Available Retrofit Technology determinations (BART
determinations) for certain facilities identified in the EPA notice. This will require that your company
prepare new BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ is requesting that your company submit an
analysis of the five factors specified in CAA section 169(A)(g)(2) for the following affected subject to
BART unit/units and pollutants:

e  Flint Creek Unit 1 SO;and NOx

Each “5 — Factor Ahalysis" is to be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 51,. App. Y and the guidance
provided by ADEQ. This guidance can be obtained by accessing the BART Analysis folder located on the
following fip site: -

ftp://gis.adeq.state.ar.us/pub/AirPermits/

The format of your submittal should closely follow the procedures described in App. Y. (Please see the
attached BART Engineering Analysis Format and the letter from the U.S. EPA recommending the use of

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880

www.adea state arus - :
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" CALPUFF version 5.8, the NO OBS = 0 CALMET and CALPOST version 6.221.) This will assist ADEQ_staff
responsible for completing the BART determinations. | am requesting that you provide this analysis
within two months of your receipt of this letter. Questions regarding the development of this analysis
should be directed to Thomas Rheaume, Engineer P.E. Branch Manager at Tel. No.: {501) 682- 0762.
Questions regarding air quality modeling should be directed to Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist at Tel
No.: (501) 682- 0070. Your immediate attention to this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates, Chief — Air Division

Attachment: 2
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A R K A N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

orailhd 5 1 5

Certified Return Receipt Number: 91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3203
91 7199 9991 7030 4899 3e03

May 14, 2012

Stephen Cain

Senior Environmental Engineer

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
P.O. Box 194208

Little Rock, AR 72219-4208

Re: Arkansas Regional Haze Rule Revision — 5-Factor Analysis

Dear Mr. Cain:

In accordance with CAA sections 110(a) and 169A, the Air Division of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is responsible for the development and implementation of a State
Implementation Plan (SiP) incorporating the requirements of the federal Regional Haze Rule. ADEQ
submitted a Regional Haze SIP on September 23, 2008.

On March 12, 2012, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated a Final Rule,
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan; Interstate Transport State Implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and
Regional Haze — (Federal Register, March 12, 2012), that partially disapproved the Regional Haze SIP. In
response to this disapproval, ADEQ has determined that it will take measures to develop appropriate SIP
revisions.

As a result, ADEQ will conduct new Best Available Retrofit Technology determinations (BART
determinations) for certain facilities identified in the EPA notice. This will require that your company
prepare new BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ is requesting that your company submit an
analysis of the five factors specified in CAA section 169(A)(g)(2) for the following affected subject to
BART unit/units and pollutants:

e Bailey Plant Unit 1 SO,, NOx, and PM
e McClellan Plant Unit 1 SO,, NOx, and PM

Each “5 — Factor Analysis” is to be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 51, App. Y and the guidance
provided by ADEQ. This guidance can be obtained by atcessing the BART Ana!ysns folder located on the
following ftp site: :

ftp://gis.adeq.state.ar.us/ pub/AirPermits/

The format of your submittal should closely follow the procedures described in App. Y. (Please see the
attached BART Engineering Analysis Format and the letter from the U.S. EPA recommending the use of

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
o www.adea.state.ar.us
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CALPUFF version 5.8, the NO OBS = 0 CALMET and CALPOST version 6.221.) This will assist ADEQ_staff
responsible for completing the BART determinations. | am requesting that you provide this analysis
within two months of your receipt of this letter. Questions regarding the development of this analysis
should be directed to Thomas Rheaume, Engineer P.E. Branch Manager at Tel. No.: (501) 682- 0762.
Questions regarding air quality modeling should be directed to Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist at Tel
No.: (501) 682~ 0070. Your immediate attention to this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates, Chief — Air Division

Attachment: 2
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Certified Return Receipt Number: 917199 9991 7030 4899 3227
AL 7199 9991 7030 48499 3227

May 14, 2012

Kelley Crouch

Group Leader, Environmental & Energy
Domtar A.W. LLC

285 Highway 71 South

Ashdown, AR 71822

Re: Arkansas Regional Haze Rule Revision — 5-Factor Analysis

Dear Ms. Crouch:

In accordance with CAA sections 110(a) and 169A, the Air Division of the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is responsible for the development and implementation of a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) incorporating the requirements of the federal Regional Haze Rule. ADEQ
submitted a Regional Haze SIP on September 23, 2008.

On March 12, 2012, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated a Final Rule,
Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan; Interstate Transport State Implementation Plan To Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and
Regional Haze — (Federal Register, March 12, 2012), that partially disapproved the Regional Haze SIP. In
response to this disapproval, ADEQ has detérmined that it will take measures to develop appropriate SIP
revisions.

As a result, ADEQ will conduct new Best Available Retrofit Technology determinations (BART
determinations) for certain facilities identified in the EPA notice. This will require that your company
prepare new BART-related analyses. Specifically, ADEQ is requesting that your company submit an
analysis of the five factors specified in CAA section 169{A})(g)(2) for the following affected subject to
BART unit/units and pollutants:

e Domtar Ashdown’s Power Boiler # 1 SO, and NOx
e Domtar Ashdown’s Power Boiler #2 SO,, NOx, and PM

Each “5 — Factor Analysis” is to be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 51, App. Y and the guidance
provided by ADEQ. This guidance can be obtained by accessing the BART Analysis folder located on the
following ftp site:

ftp://gis.adeq.state.ar.us/pub/AirPermits/
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The format of your submittal should closely follow the procedures described in App. Y. (Please see the
attached BART Engineering Analysis Format and the letter from the U.S. EPA recommending the use of
CALPUFF version 5.8, the NO OBS = 0 CALMET and CALPOST version 6.221.) This will assist ADEQ_staff
responsible for completing the BART determinations. i am requesting that you provide this analysis
within two months of your receipt of this letter. Questions regarding the development of this analysis
should be directed to Thomas Rheaume, Engineer P.E. Branch Manager at Tel. No.: (501) 682- 0762.
Questions regarding air quality modeling should be directed to Mary Pettyjohn, Epidemiologist at Tel
No.: {501) 682- 0070. Your immediate attention to this request is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates, Chief — Air Division

Attachment: 2
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